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FIR EARM S LEG ISLATION

D E T R O IT , M IC H .— MONDAY, JU N E  9,  19 75

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Subcommittee  on Crim e, of tiie

Committee  on ti ie  J udiciary ,
Washing ton,  D.C.

The su bco mm ittee m et pu rsua nt  to  not ice,  a t 10 a.m ., in t he  13 th floor 
audit or ium , cit y-coun tv bu ild ing, Det ro it,  Mich., li on . Jo hn  Con yers, 
J r . [ch air ma n of th e subcomm ittee] pres idi ng .

Pre se nt: Represe nta tiv es  Conyers, Mann , an d M cClo ry.
Also p re se nt : Mau ric e A.  B arb oza , co un se l; T im othy  J . I la r t,  as sis t

an t counsel ; an d Co ns tan tin e J . Gekas, asso ciate counsel.
Mr.  Con yers. W ill  th e mem bers  of the subcom mit tee  take  th ei r 

places.
I  am very ha pp y to  beg in these he ar ings  on Fe de ral firear ms  legis

la tio n in De tro it,  Mich., her e in th e city-c ounty  build ing .
Th is mo rni ng  the Sub com mittee  on Crime  con tinu es he ar ings  on 

more th an  the  50 leg isl ati ve  pro posal s th at  wou ld amend  th e Gun 
Control Ac t of 1968. For th e benefit  of those who are in  th e au di 
ence, I  wou ld like  to in tro du ce  the  m embers of  m y subcom mit tee  who 
are  here.

To my le ft  is Ifo n. Ro be rt Mc Clo ry, a Member of Congress from 
the  State of Ill ino is,  a nd  a very ar tic ul ate and knowledgeable  m ember 
of  t hi s subc omm ittee .

On my ext rem e ri gh t is Ho n. Ja mes  M ann , a Member of  Congress 
fro m So uth  Ca ro lin a who is also a disti ng uis he d member of th is 
subcom mit tee an d a memb er of the fu ll Ju di ci ar y Com mit tee.

To my imme dia te right is ou r sta ff counsel, Ma urice Ba rbo za.
I'm  plea sed  th at the se mem bers  were able  to tak e tim e out  of  t he ir  

ext rem ely  busy leg isl ati ve  schedules to joi n me in th e cit y of  Det ro it 
to conside r wha t is clea rly, one of  th e most sig nif ica nt issues before  

’ th e Congres s, firear m control leg islation.
In  mid -F eb ru ary of  th is  ye ar  th is  subcom mit tee  con duc ted  the 

fir st congres sion al he ar in g on fir earm s leg islation  since 1972, and 
since the n has he ld a to ta l of  12 hear ings  in  Wash ing ton , D.C ., and 
Chicago, Il l. To da y’s he ar in g in Det ro it mark s the st ar t of  a serie s 
of  roa d he ar ings  that, wil l be he ld in key cit ies  aro un d the  coun try  
du ring  the  mo nth  of Ju ne . Ne xt  mo nth  th e sub com mit tee  wi ll tra ve l 
to Cle veland , Ohio, foll owed by he ar ings  in Denver,  Colo., and, in  
addi tio n to the ne ar ly  70 witnesses th at have al read y been  he ard,  
an othe r 80 ad di tio na l witn esse s a dded to t he  re cord.

Be for e we are  finished the  subcom mit tee  will  pro bably  have  he ard 
more  tes tim ony on th is  sub jec t th an  any othe r pre vio us pane l in the  
Congress.
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This lias not occurred by accident but, rathe r, by design. In March 
last year the chairman of the subcommittee, Representa tive Pete r 
Rodino, refer red to this subcommittee more th an 100 fi rearms bills 
introduced in the 93d session of Congress. I promised him tha t I 
would review each of these proposals as thoroughly as possible. I 
believe tha t we succeeded in this task in large measure without 
duplicating testimony tha t previous congressional committees had 
compiled. While we have heard tha t many of the trad itional view
points on the issue have been explored, our emphasis has been on 
finding facts and avoiding the emotional appeals and personal p reju- V 
dices that  understandably  attend this subject.

The subcommittee has  heard testimony from Members of Congress, 
law enforcement officials, medical doctors, psychia trists, gun dealers, k  
police officials, and leaders of citizen organizations. *

One of the most important phases of our hearings  has centered 
around the Bureau of Alcohol and Tobacco and Firearms of the 
Department of Treasury. Now, this unit, unbeknownst to many citi
zens, is tha t Federal Agency charged with the responsibility of 
administering and enforcing the Federal Firearm Law. In  attempt
ing to determine the effectiveness of the gun laws, it  seemed logical 
to us to make a number of requests to ATF, as wo refer to them, 
for specific inform ation  covering the Gun Control Act of 1968 and 
its administ ration. A grea t deal of this informat ion is now on the 
public record. But much more remains to be developed in our subse
quent hearings and investigations. Today and tomorrow our subcom
mittee will hear testimony from local law enforcement officials, 
judges, State  police, crimina l justice researchers, Members of Con
gress, State  representa tives, our mayor is with us, gun collectors, 
psychiatris ts, and the directo r of the central region of the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. All of the witnesses, together 
with previous witnesses, will aid this subcommittee in identifying 
and answering many of the complex and distressing questions cen
tering  around firearms control.

We all know from newspaper accounts tha t thousands of people 
are killed each year in the United  States, part icula rly in our large 
metropol itan areas. There is no need then for us to engage in any 
kind of statistical  overkill beyond saying tha t the number one cause 
of homicides in Detroit is the same as in most of the rest of the 
country. What the public does not know wi th precision, and  I  must 
say that  the Government either, is why particularly law-abiding 
citizens are sometimes compelled or, for other  reasons, to take the * 
lives of other people, many of whom are emotionally attached to 
them.

They also do not know why the handgun has played such a promi
nent role in the destruction of human lives and hopes. These are 
questions tha t our hearings  arc honestly searching for some more 
definitive answer to than we have had in the past.

A prominent Washington psychiatrist, for  example, t estifying  be
fore this subcommittee in March, said tha t most Americans are blind 
to the banal realities of homicide. He s aid: We have been dazzled by 
detective stories and misled by gangster movies, we’re under the 
misconception that  murder is generally the work of c riminal master-
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minds who kill to achieve profit or power.” Well, after citing  FB I 
statist ics for 1971 which show th at some 70 percent of all the homi
cides are committed by relatives of the victims or the victims’ close 
personal acquaintances, he added, what we have discovered is that 
a major ity of killers were previously law abiding citizens who are 
not even consciously intent upon murder. They do kill  when, durin g 
a temporary explosion of anger, they utilize a dangerous weapon, a 
handgun, as a means of expressing homicide.

Now, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, which has 
K testified on four separate occasions before this subcommittee, re

ported that almost 2.4 million handguns were sold in the United 
States last year, including over 400,000 imported weapons. This rep- 
resents an increase in the number of handguns entering the stream 

w of commerce since 1965 of 1.4 million, added to the already esti
mated 40 million guns tha t already are in American homes and 
businesses.

We heard tha t, at best, the passage of the Gun Control Act of 
1968 did littl e more than slow down the rate of the increase in do
mestic and foreign  manufacture and impor tation of handguns. That 
is quite important because, to the contra ry, the 1968 law has served 
as an incentive to domestic firearms manufacturers , ironically  due 
to the imposition of restrictions  on the impor tation of cheap and 
easily conceal able handguns, tha t were satu rating the absorbable 
domestic market.

Pictu re then, as you will, a society over its head in domestic and 
international  turmoil durin g the early sixties. As you will recall, 
in the middle of tha t decade our cities exploded under the pressure 
of the combined charges of racial discrimination, unemployment 
and underemployment, poor educational opportunities  and inade
quate housing, which remain potent reminders of the past. A situ a
tion, I  am sure, that the distinguished mayor of this city will remind 
us is still a challenge th at  confronts us now.

The Gun Control Act, which should have had the effect of keep
ing firearms away from this  powder keg, had just the opposite ef
fect, adding to the firearm manufacturers ’ piggy bank, needless to 
sav. The handguns, even as we speak this  moment, continue to roll 

A o ff  the assembly lines of 34 major manufacturers in the United 
States, and continue, from across the seas, to come to the United 
States destined for service in this country.

The answer to the question of why people use handguns in the 
* commission of homicides, I think , may be found in pa rt in the con

cise definition of this weapon which the police director of Newark, 
X. J., provided to the Subcommittee. He s aid:

It  is a commodity which is carefu lly designed  and skil lful ly manuf actured 
with one purpose, to provide an ins trume nt of dea th which can be concealed, read ily drawn with no warn ing, and  used with  awesome speed and  effectiveness 
on fr iend and  foe al ike.

While the subcommittee’s record and its staff investigations thus 
far  have shown that the handgun does have many lawfu l uses, the 
unlawful purposes for which it is used could not be achieved with  
such bru tal efficiency as with any other instrument. Th at is why it 
is the first choice of criminals and others who would kill or commit 
lesser crimes.
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On Apr il 3 and 28, I directed a lette r to the 34 handgun manu
facturers in the United States  for critical information tha t would shed some light on the important question of the relationship be
tween the availab ility of these weapons and violence in our urban 
centers. Essentially, what we asked for was the name of the distribu tors  of handguns for each manufacturer, in addition to the 
number of guns manufactured and the gross and net receipts from 
the sale of the handguns. To date, almost 3 months from my letter, 
I have received responses from only eight manufacturers. Some of them, particularly the established companies, have substantially 
complied with the questions f or information contained in the lette r; but 26 of these letters  remain unanswered. This  information could 
demonstrably aid the subcommittee in determin ing whether the frus 
trations and the fears attending urban living serve as landmarks  for 
gun businessmen in search of a market  for the handgun.

A law professor who recently completed a comprehensive study of the effectiveness of the Gun Control Act made some perceptive 
observations about violence and the availab ility of handguns in an article entitled, “Firearms and the Federal Law, the Gun Control 
Act of 1968.” lie said the increase in urban ownership from 1965 throu gh 1968 was paralleled  by an increase in urban gun violence. 
The most spectacular case, of course, was the study tha t occurred in the city of Detroit, which shows th at in 1965 Detroit experienced 
a total of 140 homicides, 55 of these, or 39 percent, were committed with handguns.

Three years later, 72 percent of Detroit’s 389 killings were committed with guns. Although not as pronounced, the increase in gun 
violence in other areas was s teady and substantia l during the years as this article points out.

Well, regardless of how gun manufacturers  feel about providing 
information to this committee, I ’m confident tha t we will take the action tha t is necessary to insure tha t we have the information to 
determine the future of the regulat ion of firearms in this  country.

Both sides of the gun control question, or all sides, I  think there 
are probably more tha n two, are  being done a disservice by anybody 
withhold ing information or views tha t bear directly on this issue. Indeed, in many respects, we are conducting an in formal tria l. Fir e
arms, in general, and handguns, in particular, have been charged 
with enhancing the level of violence in America. The question of guil t or innocence lies among the pages of this subcommittee’s 
record and it is going to be a complete record which I am sure  will 
stand on its own meri t against the tide of those that  would cast reason aside in these matters.

On tha t note, and I know tha t both of my colleagues on the sub
committee will have statements of thei r own to add, I would like to 
ask the mayor of the city of Detroit,  the Honorable Coleman Young, 
to come forward and join us at this  hearing. We are very pleased tha t this dear friend of mine across th e years, politica lly and per
sonally, is here to welcome us, as this committee undertakes the search for the tough answers to the tough questions tha t are raised 
in terms of firearms regulation.  So I am very pleased to welcome a 
man who is frequently in Washington bring ing to national  focus
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the questions that so sorely t ry  him as the chief  representative of the 
fifth largest city of the United States. It  is my honor to present and 
welcome the mayor of the city of Detroit, Coleman A. Young.

elcome, Mr. Mayor, you may proceed in your own inimitableway.

TESTIMONY OF HON. COLEMAN YOUNG, MAYOR, CITY OF DET ROIT

Mayor Young. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman and hon- 
f  ored colleagues of yours.

I'm certain ly happy , as the mayor of this city, to welcome you to 
Detroit. I want to congratulate you on what I consider to be, not 

j  only a very important  under taking , but a many faceted and difficultone.
Certainly, Detroit has long been concerned with the incidents of 

crime in which hand guns are involved. I ’m happy to say tha t you 
do not now come to the murde r capital of the United States. We 
gladly  bow to several other cities who share a greater distinction in 
tha t area than  we do at this  time.

We have, at least, in a relative  sense, experienced in the last year, 
home reduction in crime in this city, in spite of many, many press
ing problems, of which you’re well aware. In  terms of abilities of 
cities today to main tain minimum services for the ir people, includ
ing police protection, I would much rath er talk  to a group of Con
gressmen about how we can get some money into the cities to avoid 
laying off civil servants and police officers. I thin k tha t goes a 
whole lot more direct ly to the problems tha t you’re talk ing about, 
than maybe some of the more general discussion, but I will be see
ing all of you gentlemen, I ’m sure, on tha t matte r, at another time, 
very, very soon.

I appreciate the complexity of your problem. I have wrestled with 
it myself. I come here with no part icular recommendation. Since 
you have no bill, it's obvious tha t you’re searching, as I have been 
searching, for an answer. As of the first of the year, in the State 
of the City message that I delivered, I recommended as one ap- 
proach to the problem of the proliferation, the use of handguns,

*  tha t a mandatory sentence be imposed on any individual committing 
a crime while in the possession of a handgun. Such a law has been 
passed by the State Legislature. I believe tha t is an important step. 

r  I believe tha t would tend to indicate tha t a better enforcement, a
more effective enforcement, par ticu larly  on a Federa l level, certainly 
on a State and local level of all laws now on the books pertaining to 
handguns, might  be a long step in the direction of coming to grips
with our problem.

I thin k this committee, as it considers this problem, and as it 
goes around the country,  searching for answers, must consider the 
conflict between the necessity of the people for protection from 
being victimized by handguns , and, at the same time, the righ t of 
the people to bear arms and protect  themselves, and the ir own p er
sons. and in thei r own houses, and in the ir own homes. These are 
heavy questions, I ’m sure tha t you’re not unaware. There is a ques
tion of the absolute control of handguns as opposed to the fact  t ha t
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there  is a distinct  possibility that  criminal elements who have shown no respect for the law in the past, would have littl e reason for showing any respect for a new law, so what happens when they give, up thei r guns? Honest law abiding citizens ancl the criminals are left with guns. These are problems, I ’m sure, that you will examine. I liese are problems which trouble me.
I can only say tha t I look forward  to the complete results  of your explorations in these areas. It' s entirely  possible that your deliberations might result in a bill which can come to grips  with one of the Wmajor problems tha t confronts  this Nation today.
Again, congratulations on your courage and hard work, your willingness to undertake this task, and welcome to the city of Detroit.
Mr. Cox yers. Than k you very much, Mr. Mayor. We know your schedule has been pressing from the first day you took office, but we know that, you will follow our deliberations closely and carefully.We will, of course, be evaluat ing all of our information as we gain it, part icularly  here in Detroit. As you indicated, you will be seeing us again in Washington, as you raise the kinds of questions tha t are so vital to this city.
I want to thank you very much, and I would now like to recognize the gentleman from Illinois. Mr. Robert McClory.
Mr. McClory. May I have the opportunity  to ask the mayor a few questions? I would part icula rly like to ask him one or two questions in light of his statement here, Mr. Chairman.Mr. Coxyers. Well, I thin k the mayor had come in the capacity more or less to  welcome us, I  did not schedule him as a witness, and, under those circumstances, I think tha t perhaps we would not engage in any questioning a t this  time.
Mayor Young. If  we got into that , it would take more time than I have.
Mr. McClory. Would you help me with one question? I am concerned about this single thing, that if we took the guns away from the criminals, tha t then the people would be without guns, and the thing that disturbs  me about tha t is tha t are we, at this point, in time, relying upon individuals, shopkeepers, homeowners, to protect < themselves with weapons and not relying upon law enforcement officials to carry out th at role?
Mayor Young. Fi rst  of all, Congressman, either I misstated my- yself or you misunderstood me. I did not say to take the guns away ffrom criminals tha t people are left without protection. I said tha t it’s very, very possible tha t an absolute gun control law, a law which said that  it ’s illegal for anybody to have handguns , would result in law abiding  citizens giving up thei r guns, there fore being disarmed while the criminal, who, bv definition, has no respect for the law, that’s why ho commits crimes, would keep his. I t would create possibly an imbalance. I pose t ha t as a question for you to answer. I ’m not prepared to answer it. I hope you give it serious consideration.
Mr. Coxyers. Thank you again. Mayor Young.
We would like to move on at this  point to recognize the gentleman from Illinois before we call our first witness, for  any opening
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Carolina , Mr. Mann.

I recognize Mr. Robert McClory, member of Congress from Il li 
nois. Welcome to our city.

Mr. McClory. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the 
warm welcome, and I want to thank the mayor, too, for his welcome 
here this morning.

I do hope tha t in the due course of time that we will get some 
concrete recommendations from the mayor as to what he feels would 
he the best approach for this committee to take in recommending 
to the Federa l Congress what  improvements in our gun control 
legislation we can have.

We were privileged in Chicago to have Mayor Dalev as a wit
ness who testified in grea t detail on this subject, and—so I would 
appreciate  a comparable bit of testimony from Mayor Young. But 
I do want to say t hat , Mr. Chairman, tha t in a rranging  th is hearing  
here today, T thin k tha t you have made a distinct contribut ion to
wards our fu ture  understanding of this  problem.

I think  it should be made clear tha t gun control legislation is not 
the complete answer to crime in America. Guns are only part  of the 
problem and gun control is only part of the solution to this overall 
problem. I ’m also aware of the fact tha t there is meaningful legisla
tion in the city of De troit and in the State. The Michigan State Legis
lature  has done what I thin k is a capable job in providing legislation 
toward helping to control handguns. But there is a definite need for 
much more cooperation and coordination between the Federal and the 
State  and the local authorities.

Now, I would like to make it perfect ly clear at the opening of 
this hearing  tha t this is not a part isan issue. It ’s an issue in which 
I, as the ranking Republican member, am endeavoring to cooperate 
fully with our chairman who is a Democratic chairman of the com
mittee. I also believe th at gun control is a subject in which the Con
gress alone is not going to be able to find the answer without the sup
port  of the President, the Pres iden t’s Domest ic Counsel, the Attorney 
General, and the Treasury Department, which has general, overall 
jurisdic tion over the  subject of handguns. I am confident t hat the dr aft  
legislation tha t you, Mr. Conyers, and I have talked  about, is in the 
general area of what it should be possible to enact at this session of 
the Congress.

I think  the mayor, really, takes a realistic position with regard to 
this subject. I think we have to exercise the tradi tional “art  of the 
possible” which is the political solution to what needs to he done, 
and I would suggest, almost a t the outset, t ha t the complete banning 
of all guns, of course, long guns and handguns , woidd not be a 
realistic  recommendation because i t just wouldn’t go anywhere in  the  
Congress. We should aim our principa l attack at the criminal and 
try  to get better control of this subject and hopefully , to come up 
with some answers t ha t are not only desirable and effective insofa r 
as controlling crime is concerned, but possible to enact in the Congress.

I than k you very much for recognizing me and I want to say that  
I appreciate  the warm welcome which we’re having here in Detroi t
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Mr. Conyers. Wo deeply apprecia te those words tha t c learly come 
from a veteran national  legislator.

1 turn now to welcome our colleague who hails from South Carolina, who has worked very closely with me in the Judicia ry Com
mittee on a broad range of subjects. I am delighted to present Con
gressman James Mann of South Carolina.

Mr. Mann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You know, initiatives tha t have brought about this hearing, have 

brought about this investiga tion by the Subcommittee on Crime of the House Judicia ry Committee are largely those of your chairman, *Congressman Conyers. I lis  objectivity is shown by the fact, I heard him say on the tube a litt le bit before we s tarted, tha t he had not 
introduced a bill. The mayor commented tha t the committee, itself, did not have a bill. This is true, but there are well over 50 bills *pending in the Congress on this subject. They range anywhere from a total ban to repealing the Gun Control Act of 1968, to a varie ty 
of mandatory  sentence bills, so this committee is attempting  to be 
objective about it, to get inpu t from those p arts of the country and 
those types of persons who have ideas and who have attempted to solve some of the problems.

I want to second the motion of those who have said so fa r tha t 
this problem is so complex that we’re not going to solve it  with 
mere laws or with mere policemen. I t’s a problem that  is inte rrelated with all of the other urban problems, as a mat ter of fact, all 
of the problems of our modern society, economic, social, and other
wise. So we don’t sit here saying tha t we’re going to find the solution ; we sit here saying tha t we’re going to do our pa rt in seeking 
the solution and seeking national  legislation tha t will, perhaps, lead 
the way; but there  is a job to be done by not only Government but by all of those volunteer organizations, by all of those churches, by 
all of those programs tha t fall into the category of crime preven
tion. Those institu tions sta rt with the individua l and go right up to the duet and the quar tet, to the church, to the community club, 
to the civic club, to the schools, and it ’s t ha t type of all-out attack 
on th is problem that  is going to lead to a solution tha t is tolerable in our society.

So I hope tha t as you look at us doing our job, you will look in * the mirro r and join us. Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much.
I would like to call our first witness, a member of the Michigan 

Criminal Justice Commission, Mrs. Lorraine Beebe and Hr. Barb ara 
E. Bryant, vice president of social research for the Market Opinion Research Corp.

Are those two witnesses present, and, if they are, would they come forward ?
Mrs. Beebe is well known as a former senator from the State  Leg

islature, she was chairperson of the Health and Social Services and 
Retirement Committee, she is a teacher, and has been active in political and civic affairs across the years.

We welcome both of you ladies and we note a point  in favor  of 
women’s rights that women are our first official leadoff witnesses at our hear ings in  Detroit .

We have prepared statements by you both, which we’re grateful  for. You have been very thoughtful in preparing your testimony,
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which will be incorporated into the record. That will allow you to 
proceed in any way that you want. You may want to read a small 
part of your testimony, and then tell us some of the things  tha t you 
weren’t able to reduce to the p rinted page.

Welcome and you may begin.

TESTIMONY OF LORRAINE BEEBE, MEMBER, MICHIGAN CRIMINAL
JUSTICE COMMISSION, AND BARBARA E. BRYANT, PH. D., MARKET
OPINION RESEARCH CORP.

Mrs. Beebe. Th ank you very much.
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, i t’s a delight to be 

here and to offer to you the findings of the Michigan Advisory Com
mission on Criminal Justice . I’m Lorra ine Beebe and I ’m a member 
of the Michigan Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice and I 
was appointed by the Governor in 1973.

The commission met in September 1973 and organized in six task 
forces to develop Michigan goals and standards. I think it ’s im
port ant tha t J clar ify this because at that time we did  not take in the 
very volatile issues th at we will be discussing.

I f 1 may quote, the goals and standards report is predicated on the 
knowledge tha t the crimina l justice system is fractionized and de
centralized over many layers and many branches of government. 
I t’s predicated on the fact  that  much of the separation and the de
centralizat ion of power is in keeping with the best trad ition s of 
democracies and are worth  preserving. I t’s also predicated on the 
fact tha t any comprehensive study and/o r action relat ing to tha t 
field must be under taken and concurred in by a large number of 
elected officials responsible for various levels of government. I 
served on the Criminal Just ice Management Committee Task Force 
and the Juvenile Justic e Task Force.

This advisory repo rt has been submitted  to the Governor and he 
has already indicated his position on several issues. But  the goals 
and standards do not  answer or address some of the emotional laden 
and volatile issues which created the panel on criminal justice: one 
was capital  punishment;  another, the decriminalization of victimless 
crimes; and the th ird  was gun controls, and I was a member of the Gun 
Control Committee.

When I was appoin ted to this task force I realized tha t I knew 
little  or nothing about guns, par ticu larly  handguns and the Satur
day night special. So what I did was I went down to the 1st pre
cinct here in Detroit on a Monday morning and went throu gh the 
Gun and Ballistics Depar tment. Believe me, it  was an education. I 
also talked to many people, those like myself, who knew little  or 
nothing about guns, to those who aren’t experts,  so tha t I could be 
a contributing  member on the Gun Control Committee. There were 
23 members represen ting the executive and legislative branches of 
State  government, city and county officials, law enforcement agen
cies, concerned citizens, and educators. We met several times. We 
reviewed the total problem, concurred tha t the emphasis should be 
on the handgun and not on the rifle or shotgun. It  became very 
apparent there was limited  research regarding the accessibility of fire
arms, available research was distributed and studied and discussed.

Most of the arguments for or agains t gun control are individual
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opinions and in few instances is there a total consensus on the 
resolution of the problem. Each committee member was encouraged 
and given the opportuni ty to express their  p arti cular point of view.

The next step was public hearings. Those were held simultane
ously in Lansing, Detroit , Grand Rapids, Marquette , and Bellaire.
A tota l of 171 persons testified. Following the public hearings, the 
committee met and drew up its recommendations which were sub
mitted to the committee of the whole, the commission, for approval, 
and then sent on to the Governor. This meeting was held on May 12.

The State of Michigan is one of the States  that  has relatively  * 
stric t handgun laws. It ’s required by law to have a license to pur
chase. It ’s required by law for the regis tration of a gun. I t’s re
quired  by law for a safety inspection. It ’s required  by law tha t the 
dealer is required to make a record of sale and send copies to the *
police commissioner.

Sometimes it is necessary to carry  a concealed weapon. Laws are 
only as effective as they are enforced and these laws, like many, 
have to be equally enforced throughout the State and they are not. 
Michigan laws can only be as effective as other  States pass legisla
tion to control handguns. This calls for nationa l legislation to close 
up the big loophole in the existing law, the Gun Control Act of 
1968. Probably one of the  most important loopholes is that which 
allows the import of par ts of handguns, particular ly the Satu rday  
night special, to be assembled in this country and sold.

Another point is the need for education, emphasizing not only 
how to use a gun b ut the negative  and positive aspects of the use and 
the responsibilities th at go with owning a gun.

Another point, and one which we spent a grea t deal of time, not 
only with—in the Gun Control Committee, hut goals and standards, 
is the negotiated plea or plea bargaining. We believe tha t negotia
tions between the prosecutor and defendants concerning possession 
should not be made in retu rn for a guilty plea. This should be elim
inated. This is a recommendation of the goals and standards report 
with a mechanism for implementation.

Too many people a re arrested where a handgun is involved in the 
committing of a crime, never come to tria l on that charge. We be- -
lieve also tha t there should be a mandatory minimum sentencing, * in othe r words, a certa inty of punishment.

At the present time Governor Milliken suppor ts mandatory sen
tencing and there is legislation pending. The first conviction would 
be 2 years; second, 5 years; third, so on and so forth,  would be 10 
years. These would be served consecutively when proven guil ty of 
any other felony and they would not be—the individual would be denied parole.

The recommendations of the committee on control reflect these poi nts :
The Commission favors and recognizing current Michigan law— 

now, these a re the recommendations, gentlemen, th at you have before 
you, do you want me to just  go over them quickly, or would you 
prefe r to ask questions?

Mr. Conyers. I thin k we can bring them out in the question period.
There are about 15 of them, a re there not?
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Mrs. Beebe. There are 12.
Mr. Conyers. You have 12?
Mrs. Beebe. Yes.
Mr. Conyers. Well, let ’s see i f we can develop them in the question and answer period.
Mrs. Beebe. Al l right.
Mr. Conyers. I would like to recognize Dr. Barb ara Bry ant  of 

the Market Opinion Research for her complementary statement in 
connection with this subject, and with Mrs. Beebe, so you may begin.

Dr. Bryant. We are one of the suppliers  of research to the Office 
of Criminal Just ice programs. I ’m sure tha t they have other data 
sources th at go into their  recommendations and decisions.

What I ’m presenting you with this morning, in a written state
ment, is the results  of one question which is pertinent to the  interests 
of this committee, which has been asked on three statewide surveys, 
the details of the sample and methodology have been provided to 
you and I won't go into them further , except to say that these are 
represen tative probab ility samples of  adults  18 and over in occupied 
dwelling units in the S tate of Michigan.

Interviewing was done in October 1972, which is referred to as 
our 1973 report, in Jan uar y 1974 and in Jan uary 1975.

If  you want to tur n to the fifth page of my statement, tha t im
mediately follows the numbered pages, we will get right to what 
we found out and what  is most current.

Fi rst  of all, I can only speak to one question, and I ’ll repeat it, 
the question asked, and it was asked the same in every hamlet of 
Michigan: There has been talk of outlawing the possession of hand
guns by anyone except law officers. Would you like to see a law 
which would outlaw handguns? Permissible answers were yes, no, and don 't know, or no opinion.

If  you will look at the 1975 data  you will find that  Michigan 
adults  curren tly are very spli t on whether or not they would want  
to see handguns outlawed and possession limited to law enforcement officers.

Specifically, as of Jan uary 1975, they say: Yes, 46 percent for 
outlawing  handguns; no, 52 percent; and don’t know, 2 percent; 
which I might point out is a very low don’t know on any kind of survey.

As you will look back across 1973 and 1974, you’ll see tha t opinions 
have wobbled across the 50 percent mark. Today they are very simi
lar to what they were 2 years ago in an interim  period in Jan uary 
1974, there was a sligh t preference  in favor of outlawing handguns. 
I might point out, in my sample survey, there is a certain  sampling 
error which is the  difference you would" get in interviewing a sample 
of a certain  size versus if you had talked to one adult  in every household in Michigan.

The sampling erro r in this survey is p lus or minus 4 percent. This 
means our 46 percent yes for  outlawing handguns can actually range 
from 46 percent plus 4 percent, th at ’s 50 percent, or 46 percent, minus 4 percent, and th at is 42 percent.

Booking across this  table, you will notice that in the Detro it area 
cities, and here we have clustered our respondents from Detroi t, 
Highland Park, Hamtramck, and Pontiac,  opinions in 1975 are very
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simila r to what they are statewide, 45 percent, yes; 53 percent, no.In the Detro it suburbs, there is a  slight preference for outlawing handguns.
On the next page, I won’t go through each column at a time, but on the next page you will find what we call the outsta te area, and this is those in nonstandard  metropol itan statist ical areas, the rural, small town residents, show the lowest support  for outlawing handguns. Curren tly, 34 percent in favor  of the outlawing and 64 percent against. *
I  he thi rd page of this table, I think  we will not go into here, this  was a special group tha t showed somewhat s imilar to the total sample, but on the final page, what I call table 46, pa rt 4, you will see tha t there is a difference between men and women on this point, and >this is actual and not just because I am a woman th at I bring it up.The females are stati stica lly significantly more in favor of outlawing handguns than males are, though, again, we’re hovering righ t at that  50 percent margin. Although 51 percent of females would outlaw handguns, only 40 percent of males would.
The difference between the two major  races in the state are not statistical ly significant, though we show 47 percent of whites would outlaw handguns and 42 percent of blacks, given the sample sizes, these, one can say, are the same opinion.
So, in conclusion, I would say tha t Michigan residents are split  on this  issue and have been dividing over the past  3 years righ t around the 50 percent mark.
Mr. Conyers. Might I begin by first thanking you for your test imony. I have one question for each of you, and then I will yield to my colleagues.
Fi rs t of all, migh t T raise the point of why the question asked in your sample was phrased in the way tha t it was? It  just seems to me tha t in the course of our hearing  we have—we have found tha t sometimes raising  this question doesn’t get you the best answer possible. Would you like to see a law which would outlaw handguns?
Now, that’s—tha t, I think , we would agree, is an extreme question in terms of put ting to any citizen for any kind of response f  because it does, does i t not, Mrs. Bryant, raise a great number of alternat ives? We could do a lot of things in terms of improving firearm regulations short of banning handguns. When you say, banning, it doesn’t give any indication of whether you’re talk ing about fincluding confiscatory techniques or whether you’re going to give points to get back guns or whether you’re merely going to halt the fur the r production and sale of handguns.
Ila d you checked with me in framing that question I would have probably recommended tha t we get down to some specific alternatives, because it seems not feasible, if I can draw a note from Congressman McClory’s opening remarks, that we are actually, in any legislature , local or Federa l, ever going to  ac tually ban all handguns.Could you give me your views in response to that question?
Dr. Bryant. Fi rs t of all, I have to say that  the question is now 3 years old and it ’s a l ittle  hard  for me now to recall the history of why it was phrased in exact ly that way.
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It  was developed join tly by our company and the Office of Criminal 
Justic e Programs, and once used, in order to tre nd it, we have had to 
stay locked to the same wording.

The study tha t we did for the Office of Criminal Justice  Programs 
concerns a grea t many things about the attitu des toward crime and 
the number of specific laws. The questioning takes almost an hour 
to go through with response and, unfor tunately, the time for any 
part icul ar area of concern is very limited on tha t questionnaire. As 

#  a result, it was narrowed to one question, and I would agree with
you that  it ’s the very hardes t, toughes t question.

We have done other studies, not for the Office of Criminal Jus
tice Programs, but in the metropolitan area, tha t would suggest a 

>9 more generalized question, such as would you like, you know, gun
control law stricter, which does come out with a majori ty who say, 
yes. Again, that  is not put ting it in any legal terms; and the other 
thing we have identified, not in this  survey, but in others, is tha t 
there is a very low level of knowledge, specifically, of what  gun 
control laws are  in the State.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much.
Mrs. Beebe, am I correct in suggesting  tha t the key recommenda

tion made in your package was to ban the manufacture, tran spo rta
tion, sale, of nonsporting  weapons, which I think would probably 
go directly to the h andgun ?

Mrs. Beebe. That is not just  the one. There are several key issues. 
There are 12 of them tha t we feel are of importance.

This, of course, would take  na tional legislation in order to imple
ment because, without cooperation from other States, and where 
there is equal requirements, we can expect to enforce completely the 
laws which are already on the books in Michigan. So that this is 
what we are  looking for and this is the inten t of tha t recommenda
tion.

Mr. Conyers. Then you're  saying tha t you recommend to the Gov
ernor tha t if the Federal law were to ban the fur ther sale and man
ufacture of handguns, nonspor ting weapons, tha t you would recom
mend tha t the State follow tha t with legislation at the State level? 

» Mrs. Beebe. We would recommend tha t we follow’—of course, I
would like to qualify  that and say t ha t if the Congress should come 
up with something that  was not feasible, and could not implement 
it, tha t the State should take it under advisement, as to how it would 

S best effect and be implemented in this State. We were talking on
the basis of the situa tion today, what is happening in Washington, 
wdiat is happening in the State of Michigan and w’hat  is happening 
in the States around us. Without total cooperation, and I mean that , 
total, we can’t expect to be very effective in the handling of hand
guns and controlling them. When our laws a re not—we can’t imple
ment them because of the lack of  cooperation from the Federal Gov
ernment and from other States.

Mr. Conyers. Your point is w’ell taken. I yield now to  Mr. Mc
Clory fo r any questions th at he might W’ant  to put.

Mr. McClory. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want 
to commend both of these witnesses for  thei r contribution to our 
hearing.

52 -5 57 — 75— pt. 3-
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The question tha t I directed to the mayor, in a way I would like 
to direct to both of you, liecause I think  you may have something to 
contribute on this subject. The thing tha t bothers me is thi s: for 
instance, Mrs. Bryant,  in your statistics there is an indication 
tha t there is less interest in banning handguns now, this  year, 
than  there were—than there was several years ago. Although up to 
tha t time the statistics  seemed to go up. What I'm fearful of is th at 
there is a general feeling now th at law enforcement has broken down 
to the extent that the law enforcement elements are not capable of 
protecting the community agains t crime, and, consequently, there is *
a greater opposition to the banning of handguns or limiting in this 
way the possession of handguns to individuals who we look to, to 
defend themselves.

Would you have any way of knowing whether or not that statis tic t
that  you have bears out t hat  feeling?

Dr. Bryant. I t’s difficult to really pin the attitu des behind a single 
question. Yes, we are showing a drop in the hard question of ban
ning handguns this year, and it’s, as I  say, the opinion is very simi
lar to what it was 2 years ago, but it has dropped  from 1 year  ago.

One p artia l kind of explanation, of course, is that  there is a great 
deal of difference in the media focus on the handgun issue through
out the State  from time to time. There have been several things in 
Michigan that  could contribu te one wav or another to—to attitudes 
and I only throw these out as these are few of the influences and 
there are probably more th at I can’t think of. There was a petition  
drive, to get some handgun legislation on the ballot, the petition  
drive failed. There has been considerable focus, part icularly  a year 
ago, on the homicide rate  in Detroit, when it went over 800, and 
related stories, you know, on the number of these homicides tha t 
were attributab le to handguns.

There have been, you know, various up and downs of police com
munity relations’ feelings, part icula rly in the city, any of those, you 
know, could be an underlying factor, but, beyond that, I have no 
specific explanation because, unfortunately, we did  not go on in this 
study to problem in depth  about what do you really mean?

Mr. McClory. Let me say in defense of your question th at it ap
pears to correspond precisely with the question which Dr. Gallup ♦ 
has posed on a nationwide basis and with almost the same 
results. The report of Dr. Gallup just came out in the last few days 
and. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to insert  in 
the record, a t this point, the report  from the New York Times issue 
of Thursday, June 5, 1975, an article which records accurately, I 
believe, the polling by the Gallup organizat ion on the subject of 
handgun regist ration  and the banning of handguns,  except in the 
hands of law enforcement officials.

Mr. Conyers. With out objection, we will incorporate the reference 
from the New York Times.

[The article referred to  follows:]
[From the  New York Times, Jun e 5, 1975]

F ire arms  Control H as W ide B ac king

GALLUP SURVEYS FIND  6 7 PERC ENT FAVOR GUN  REGISTRATION

The Gallup Poll said yest erday th at  67 percen t of the  Amer icans it  had  
polled favored the reg istr ation  of all  firearms and  th at  thi s finding was
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consistent with its surveys over the las t three  decades showing similar 
major ities supporting such legislation.

All major segments of the population—among gun owners as well as non
gun owners—were found to support  regist ration  of shotguns, rifles, and 
handguns, the polling organization said.

The Gallup organization said tha t a majority of persons living in high 
crime areas—large cities and in the East—favored banning the possession 
of handguns by anyone except the police or other authorized persons.

However, the poll found that persons living outside the East  and in smaller 
communities opposed such a ban. Nationally, it  was said, 55 percent thought 
there should not he a law forbidding the possession of handguns by private 
citizens, while 41 percent said they would favor such a law.

The findings showed support for such handgun legislation highest among 
women, persons with a college background, Easterners and persons living 
in large cities of the country.

The following question was asked in the survey : “Do you favor or 
oppose the regis tration of all firearms?” Following are the results nationwide, 
by key groups and by gunowners and non-gunowners:

Favor regist ration 
(pe rcent)

Oppose registra 
tion  (pe rcent)

No opin ion 
(pe rcent)

Natio nw id e. .._______ _______________________ ..............  67 27 6
Men___________ _____________ _____ _______ ............ .. 61 33 6
Women. . . . . . . . . .  .................... ........... _______  72 22 6
College backgroun d.___ ____________ ________ 73 22 5
High school............................... ................... ........... . _______  68 27 5
Grade school....... ........................................................ _______  57 33 10
East...... ................................... ..................................... 74 20 6
Midwes t........................... ........................................... 64 31 5
So uth. ........ .............................. ............. ...................._______  66 28 4
West ............. ......................................................... ..............  63 33 4
City size:

1 mil lion and over 5.......................... ................. ............... 81 15 4
500,000-999.999_________________________ ............... 77 17 6
50,000-499.999______ ________ ______ _ ..............  71 25 .  4
2,500-49,999_______ ____ _______________ 64 30 6
Under 2,50 0. ................ . ................. .................... ............ .. 50 42 8

Gunowners................................. .................................. 55 39 6
Nongunowners............................................................. _______  76 18 6

The police said that analysis of the findings had shown tha t outside the
liigh-crime areas—the Eas t and the nation’s larges t cities—all major groups
opposed the banning of handguns, with two exceptions. Among women and
persons with a college background, opinion was closely divided.

The findings follow:

Should be law 
forbidding
possession Should not be No op inion

(pe rcent)  (pe rcent)  (pe rcent)

Nationwide....................................................................................
East..........................................................................T ...................
Midwes t.....................................- ..................... ........... , .............
South.............................................................................................
West...........................................................- .................................
City size:

1 mil lion and over..............................................................-
500,000 to 99 9,99 9. ... ............................................ . .........
50,000 to 499,999................... ....................... .....................
2,500 to  49,999.....................................................................
Under 2,500.............................. . .........................................

Men ............. .................................................................................
Wom en........................ ................................................................
College background.......................................................... .........
High sc ho ol.. ........... .................................... .............................
Grade school............... ...............................................................-
Gunowners.................. .................................................................
Nongunowners..................................................... .......................

41 55 4
58 37 5
44 53 3
27 69 4
29 65 6

66 29 5
44 53 3
40 55 5
36 58 6
28 69 3
35 62 3
46 49 5
49 47 4
39 57 4
39 57 4
24 74 2
54 40 6

More than  four in 10 households in the United States  (44 percent)  were 
found to have at  least  one gun. The highest proportion of households had 
a shotgun (26 percent) or rifle (also 26 percent), followed by pistol or 
handgun (18 percent).
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Gun ownership was highest in the nation’s smaller communities and in the South, where a majori ty of residents  (58 percent) said there  was some kind of gun in their  homes.
The results reported yesterday were based on two nationwide surveys of adults, 18 and older, interviewed in person in more than 300 scientifically selected localities in the nation. The first survey was conducted March 7-10 with 1,542 persons; the second was conducted March 23-31 with 1,266 persons.
Mr. AIcClory. May I jus t state for the record, at this point, that , nationwide, the figure is 67 percent of the popula tion supporting handgun registra tion, as opposed to 27 percent opposing it. This <indicates tha t we want to get a better handle on who has the handguns so that,  if crimes are committed, we know where to look for the owner of the handgun, and to try  to determine also where all these handguns are going, which, I think,  would contribute to our *overall fight against crime.
Mrs. Beelxj, I gather tha t you took a very realistic position with regard to this  subject, as I do. In other words, of your 12 recommendations, you’re not recommending the banning of all handguns, you’re recommending beefing up laws with respect to licenses and regi stration and things of th at nature and the  bann ing of the Saturday night special, which is the non-sporting weapon. And it seems to me that  in doing so, you're—you’re being realistic, you’re being pragmatic and very constructive insofar  as helping to get at the criminal use, the misuse of the handgun.
Airs. Beebe. Well, I assure you, sir, tha t we’re trying very hard and we really  worked into this, but it ’s very frustra ting to the citizens of the State of Michigan to be told they have one—that we arc one of the States  that have relatively stric t gun laws and, yet, we have the highes t of crime, murder, and use of the gun, so tha t wo have come to the—our recommendations, first of all,—as you say, beefing up, the licensing, the regulation and registration, beefing up the inspection of safety  on guns, the inclusion of education for the—on the pa rt of applying  for a gun, and also the people say why, why should we get upset any more than we are because no one does anyth ing about it. A person is arrested in the act of committ ing a crime with the gun, but he can barga in his way out and be back on the street and he doesn’t serve any time. So we have gone, feven knowing the financial costs of a mandatory amendment sentence, in order to make sure tha t the certainty of punishment is there. This will all be turne d over to the legislatu re because many pieces of legislation will have to be pursued. bMr. McClory. The main thrust  of your recommendations, of course, is toward the Sta te or the State and local enforcement, toward the problem of plea bargaining, for instance, th at occurs mainly in the State  courts, but these recommendations would be logical and important recommendations with regard to the Federal administrat ion of gun laws, too, so tha t I would—I would assume tha t your recommendations with regard  to improvements, with regard to registration, with regard to mandatory penalties, would apply to Federa l courts?
Mrs. Beebe. This would be our hope, that they would, so there would be a continuity of enforcement across the Nation.Air. AIcClory. Would you give me a litt le description of your organization? How large is it? Wha t does the membership consist of?
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Airs. Beebe. There are 73 members on the Michigan Advisory  
Commission on Criminal Justice appointed  by the Governor, and 
the appointments to the categories is pret ty much regulated by 
LEA A. We have, interestingly enough, 11 women out  of the 73 that  
have served on the Criminal Justice Commission.

Me previously were more concerned with the gran ts to be given 
out in law enforcement. Now we have become an advisory commis
sion to the Governor. M e have got into the goals and management 
and we went right across the board to bring  in all the fragments 
of criminal justice, the law enforcement, preventative, the whole 
gamut of the question of crime together to establish goals and man
agement controls, and then we, knowing full well t ha t gun control, 
capital  punishment and the decriminal ization of victimless crimes 
were three  areas  which were very emotional and probably could have 
taken up all our time and we wanted to get the general, overall 
picture done first.

Mr. McClory. Let me make one more point, if I may, because 
T think i t’s a position tha t you and I both advanced, and that  is with 
respect to our efforts to provide better gun control legislation, and 
adminis tration, we are in no sense endeavoring to confiscate the 
guns of any person, any law abiding citizen who is in the lawful 
possession of a handgun or a long gun at the  present time; is that 
correct?

Airs. Beebe. Well, the recommendations that we have made are 
very clear. Me do not—we are  speaking specifically with  the excep
tion of one, on the handgun, and this will have nothing to do with 
the law abiding citizen who fullfils the requirements of licensing 
and registration—the one area tha t we are very much concerned, 
and, of course, this ties in with the education, the need for knowl
edge of how and why and where and what  I ’m talking about—the 
other  thing  is tha t we had a demonstrat ion of how a sawed-off shot
gun could be taken apa rt, carried  in under  a jacket into a store, or 
wherever, and quickly put  together in a matter of ju st a few seconds. 
And we are very concerned, and tha t is where we have some re
quests for legislation on the determination of this type of thing.

Air. McClory. Th at is a very important point to make, it seems 
to me. Thank you very  much.

Airs. Beebe. T hank you.
Air. Conyers. Air. Alann.
Air. AIann. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
Airs. Beebe, when did the Michigan licensing law go into effect?
Airs. Beebe. I t ’s been on the books, I believe, since 1960—no 

that ’s the Federal . I ’m sorry sir, it ’s around the time tha t-----
[Voice] 1972.
Mrs. Beebe. 1972. Thank you.
Air. AIann. Do you know whether  or not it had any requirement 

that the then current owners of guns were required to license th eir  
guns or was this only for sale ?

Airs. Beebe. I believe it  was only on the sales. There  is nothing 
grandfathered in.

Air. AIann. Do you have any ideas what the—what  percentage of 
guns in Alichigan now would be licensed or unlicensed? Th at would 
perhaps  be revealed by police records?
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Airs. Beebe. And add to t ha t only when a gun is used in the act of committing a crime tha t we find out they are not registered.Mr. AIann. I) o you have any-----
Airs. Beebe. No, I don’t have that.
Air. Mann. Airs. Bryant, was any effort made to correlate the answers to these questions with the level of crime during those years, or the level of crime in those different areas?
Dr. Bryant. The only thin g tha t we did do, we identified persons in households where someone in the household or the household had been the victim of a crime. Alost of those crimes that  you identified turned out to be crimes of proper ty rath er than of person, when you’re on an 800 interview sample.
I do show that in our tables, the one called table 46, par t 3, in which 40 percent of those in households that have been some victim of crime, would currently favor  outlawing the possession of han dguns, compared to 45 percent of those in other households, and tha t difference, really, is not meaningful . Tha t does not get at the people who have been specifically victims of crime committed with a firearm.Air. AIann. Airs. Beebe, I find your recommendation, number 7, I believe it is, demonst rating adequate skill, I wonder if there was any discussion in your commission of the effect tha t might have been on people with a littl e more confidence in the use of a gun, whether or not that might  cause the wife to be able to shoot tha t gun, where, otherwise, the husband migh t have been spared?Airs. Beebe. There was a great deal of discussion on this par ticu lar  recommendation, but it  was found tha t this is pa rt of the education. In  other words, no person should have a gun, handgun, or a long gun, in the ir home, or about thei r business, unless they know what  it ’s all about. There is t ha t question, tha t if a gun is available, whether  a person is—has i t licensed, registered, and so forth, if, in an extreme point of anger, would not use it. This has been—was very strong. Of course, interest ingly enough, it was always the woman who was going to shoot the man, and I said, well, probably he deserved it, but  tha t is an aside.
The point is tha t we feel—we felt from our testimony and from all the things that we are involved in, as far  as this is concerned, that  it ’s imperative tha t we have some background and education on tha t—the handl ing of a gun, what it ’s all about, and the dangers not only for the person who might be using it with intent, or without premedita tion, but also the fact tha t they are responsible to  make sure tha t the gun is not within reach of children. So t ha t—like an automobile, it’s a lethal weapon, it can be, and, therefore , we felt  tha t this, again, would be left  to the legislature to determine those things which were essential in—if I were to go and apply for a license, to  buy a gun, I would be—I would hope t ha t someone would say, I would like to teach—now, the question o f financing this type of thing was very much discussed. Hopefully  i t would go tha t many of the organizations who were advocating no gun control, or support ing the idea tha t guns should not be controlled, would work with us to teach people, or to set up standards of how to  use a gun, and th at responsibilities th at go with it.



901

Mr. Mann. I  don’t believe I found among your recommendations, 
any recommended change with  reference to the current practice of 
permits for carry ing concealed weapons. Is there any evidence that 
that has been abused ?

Mris. Beebe. Well, yes; there  is evidence in the police records tha t 
it has been abused, but Michigan docs have a concealed weapons 
law, and you have to have a separate  permit in order to get it, and 
it has to be valid, not vague reasons.

* Mr. Mann. That is really my question. Has the permit  system 
been abused? I know carrying  of guns has been abused.

Mrs. Beebe. I think from my experience, yes; it has been abused, 
- and, again, this is again, within the state  we have to begin to pull

* all this togethe r and work on an equitable basis so tha t the law is 
equal across the board.

Mr. Mann. Than k you.
Mr. Conyers. Ladies, you have been a ppropria te leadoff witnesses 

for our hearings here.
I notice tha t although you are both Mrs., it ’s really still Senator 

Beebe and Dr. Bryant.  In  our professional and individual capacities 
we are delighted that you could bring  your statements, experience 
and comments to  bear on this subject. Thank you for appearing.

[The statements of Senator Beebe and Dr. Bryant follow:]
Statement of Hon. Lorraine Beebe, Member, Michigan Crim ina l J ustic e 

Comm ission

POS ITION  OF TH E MICHIGA N CO MM ISS ION  ON CR IM INAL  JU ST IC E ON GUN CONTROL

In its deliberations, the Michigan Commission on Criminal Justice found that 
there is a wide range of opinion regarding gun control. At  one end of the spec
trum are the persons who feel tha t individual citizens should not be permit ted 
to possess either handguns or long guns. At the other end are persons who 
feel there should be no control over the possession or carrying of either type of 
gun. In between are a varie ty of beliefs—banning handguns and licensing long 
guns, licensing handguns bu t not  long guns, licensing both, requiring safety t rain
ing for anyone possessing guns.

There is a marked absence of research regarding the virtues or danger of the 
accessibility o f  firearms in the Nation. Consequently, most arguments are ad- 

« vanced solely as individua l opinions. The most frequently cited reasons are
• listed below, with pro gun control listed first followed by the reasons for opposing

gun control. I t should be remembered th at there  is a gradation of opinion, as  in 
dicated above, and the reasons reflect various degrees of stringency of control. 

4, STATED REA SON S FOR GUN  CONTROL

1. The easy availability of firearms contributes to the commission of certain 
types of crimes.

2. The value of firearms in the home as a defense against crime is overrated.
3. The accessibility of guns in the home can turn  arguments between friends 

and domestic quarrels into homicide.
4. While the  primary purpose of long guns is for hunting and targe t shooting, 

the  primary  purpose of the handgun is for use against other humans.
5. The constitutional provision regarding  keeping and bearing arms does not 

apply to private citizens, only the militia.
6. Existing gun control laws are not successful in limiting crim e; therefore, 

new and more string ent ones are necessary.
7. Widespread gun ownership leads to more gun accidents.
8. While it is true  that other weapons would still l»e available if guns were 

banned, it is also t rue tha t o ther weapons do not result in homicide as frequent ly.
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9. In  use of actual  enemy att ack, handguns  would be ineffective means of defen se anyway.

STATED REASONS FOR OPPO SING GUN CONTROL

1. The  sta te and federa l constitu tions gua ran tee  citizens the right to keep and  bear  arms.
2. Banning  guns would resu lt in increased crime because crim inal s would not fear  disa rmed citizens.  This is partic ula rly  true in ru ra l are as where police response is extremely slow.
3. Existing laws are  adequa te in Michigan, but they should  be enforced moreful ly by the  police, prosecutors an d courts. 44. If  guns were banned,  only law abiding citizens would comply.
5. In most of today’s homicides, the perpet rator is alread y viola ting a gun law, such as carrying a concealed weapon or possessing an unregiste red gun.More st ringen t laws would  be ignored in a sim ilar fashion.
<5. Hun ting  license fees and  ammunition taxes are one of the main sources  of financial suppo rt for  conservation departm ents  and  conservation projects .7. A reduct ion of gun accidents can be accomplished by compulsory gun safety  educa tion in lieu of b anning guns.
8. Stronger  gun control  would only create a bootleg marke t suppor ted by both crim inal s and otherw ise lawful citizens.  Also, unless all  sta tes  observe similar  gun control laws, guns will be easy to procu re across sta te lines.9. The  proposal for the government to purchase  all handguns  would be prohibitive ly expensive.
19. Disarmed citizens would be lef t helpless in case of government cris is or emergency.
11. The banning of handguns  is only a first step which will inevitably be followed by a ban on long guns.

With  these and other argu men ts in mind, af te r hear ing public  testimony, and  af te r receiving many let ters from concerned citizens and  groups, the Michigan Commission on Criminal Jus tice has adopted  th e following recommendat ions :1. Resolved, that  the  Commission favo rs the enactment  of Michigan legislatio n tha t, compat ible with  and  subject to fede ral law, would ban the manufacture , transportatio n, possession for  sale or tran sfer, sale, tra ns fer or other trafficking in nonsporting  purpose weapons.
2. While  this  Commission recognizes  c urr ent Michigan law a s supe rior to most sta tes and adeq uate  in most respec ts, it  does suggest some modification in the are as of licensing, reg istr atio n, s afe ty and  violation of gun laws.
3. This  Commission recommends that  an investigat ion be in itiate d to s tudy  the feasibility  of enacting  legislation  to p rohibit modification of a firearm which would fac ili tat e concealment (i .e .: prohibit sawed-off shotguns).
4. This  Commission recommends the estab lishm ent of state -wide standard s toqualify  persons apply ing for a permit  to c arry a concealed weapon. These sta nd ard s to lie used by county boards in evaluating applicants for  carryin g a con- cealed  weapon permits. “5. This Commission recommends legis lation to  provide the autho rity for county  gun boards to revoke car rying a concealed weapon perm its for  cause pursu ant to the  Adminis trat ive Procedures Act.
6. This  Commission recommends legis lation requ iring persons at  the time of 4appl icat ion for  a perm it to p urch ase a gun to demonst rate  knowledge of  safe h andling  of a fi rearm and knowledge of Michigan gun laws.
7. This  Commission recommends legis lation requiring persons apply ing for  a permit to car ry a concealed weapon be requ ired at  the  time  of the application, to d emo nstrate adeq uate  skill in handling the ir firearm, knowledge of the  responsibi lities  incumbent upon a person  carrying  a firearm, and knowledge of Michigan gun laws.
8. This  Commission recommends the  Sta te of Michigan esta blish prod uct safe ty stan dar ds for firearms, such standard s to be set by the  legis lature.9. This  Commission recommends the  enac tment of leg isla tion  to proh ibit  the  sale  of unsa fe firearms in Michigan as determined by # 8  above.
10. This Commission recommends the  ena ctment of legisla tion  authoriz ing the confiscation of firearm s dete rmined to be u nsafe or unlawful  when said firea rms are presented at  the m anda tory  s afe ty inspection.



11. This Commission recommends tha t the owner of any gun acquired by in
heritance, gift or p rivate  sale, be subject to all the requirements placed upon the 
purchaser of a new gun.

12. This Commission recommends, in accordance with the concept of  cer tainty 
of punishment, fixed minimum sentences be set for violation of any Michigan gun 
laws and for the commission of a felony with a gun. Said i>enalties to be commen
sura te with the crime charged. Multiple offenses should be dealt with more 
severely each successive violation.

Further, this Commission wishes to strongly support the adoption of a  stri ct 
atti tude  among all law enforcement personnel regarding the aforementioned vio
lations specifically including the  ar ea of plea bargaining.

Statement by Db. Barbara E. Bryant, Vice President for Social Research, 
Market Opinion Research, Detroit

I am Dr. Barbara  E. Bryant, Vice President for Social Research of Market 
Opinion Research Co., Inc. Market Opinion Research is a national atti tude 
and survey research company headquartered in De troit

In October 1972, January 1974 and January 1975, our organization conducted 
statewide surveys on attitudes toward crime and the criminal justice system 
for the Office of Criminal Justice Programs, State  of Michigan. These surveys 
were based on statewide probability samples of 800 (in 1974 of 900) adults  
age 18 and over resident in occupied dwelling units  in the state.

Only one question in this survey each year pertained to the subject of fire
arms legislation. Th at question w as :

“There has been talk  of outlawing the possession of handguns by anyone 
except law officers. Would you like to see a law’ which would outlaw 
handguns?”

The answ’er to this question for the statewide sample each of the three 
years has been published by the Office of Criminal Justice Programs in the 
publication “The Michigan Public Speaks Out on Crime, 3rd Edition” on page 
47. I understand your committee has been supplied a copy of this publication. 
Answers in prior  years were published in simila r publications, the 1st and 
2nd editions, issued in March of 1973 and March of 1974.

I am here this morning to discuss with you the answers to the single 
question on handguns as given by the tota l sample of Michigan adul ts and 
by parti cula r subgroups of that sample. There was not space for subgroup 
information in the Office of Criminal Just ice Programs’ publication.

As of Janu ary 1975 when interview’s were conducted throughout  the state, 
Michigan adult s answered the question, “There has been talk of outlawing 
the possession of handguns  by anyone except law officers. Would you like 
to see a law w’hich would ou tlaw handguns?”

46 percent, yes.
52 percent, no.
2 percent, don’t know.

There is an erro r in any sampling survey called sampling error.  This is 
the allowance for the difference one gets in answers from a properly chosen 
sample compared to what one would get from the entire population if one had 
interviewed an adul t in each household in the state. In this January study 
tha t possible erro r (a t the 95% confidence level) is plus or minus 4%. 
This means tha t the proportion of persons who would have answered this 
question “Yes” in Jan uary could be as high as 50% or as low as 42%. This 
means the Michigan adu lt population is split on the issue of outlawing 
handguns but appears to be marginally in favor  of not outlawing them.

The prior  year, in January 1974, the margin was in the direction of 
outlawing handguns. At that time, survey results showed 54% “Yes,” 44% 
“No” and 2% “Don’t Know” on the same question. October 1972 figures 
(reported in 1973), however, were almost identical with those of this year 
(47% “Yes,” 52% “No” and 1% “Don’t Know” ).

The fact that the margin for and against outlawing handguns has moved 
back and forth  by a small percent above and below the 50% mark over a 
three year period means that the adul t population in Michigan is divided on 
this issue. Par ticu lar incidents, the homicide rat e in Detroit,  and media 
attent ion to handguns have served to shift opinions back and forth by small 
margins a t various  points in this time period.
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I am supplying the committee with tables from Market Opinion Research's most recent full report to the Office of Criminal Justice Programs on measurement on this issue for the total  state and subgroups. As you will see from Table 46, Pa rt 1 present  opinions in the Detroit Area Cities of Detroit, Highland Park, Hamtramck and Pontiac closely match those of the entire  state. Forty-five percent favor outlawing handguns, 53% say “No.” However, the year  before in Janu ary  1974, residents of these cities favored outlawing handguns more than  those in any other area of the s tate  did.Today, in 1975, those most against outlawing handguns are those who reside in outs tate small town and rura l areas outside of Standard Metropolitan  Statis tical Areas. Among these residents, answers to the question are 34% “Yes”—for outlawing and 64% “NO.” (Table 46, P art  2)The opinions of white and black residents of Michigan are  currently similar. The data shows 47% of whites say “Yes” to outlawing handguns while 42% of blacks do. This 5% difference is not statis tically significant. (Table 46, Pa rt 4)
The difference between the opinions and men and women is significant. Fifty-one percent of women, but only 41% of men say “Yes” to outlawing handguns. (Table 46, Pa rt 4)

Th ere has been ta lk  of  ou tla w in g the possession o f handguns by  anyone ex ce pt  la w  off ice rs.  Would you li k e  to  see a la w which  wo uld out law han dgu ns?
TA BL E 46, PART 1

Det ro it su bu rb s (b alan ce  of  
Wa yne, al l Oak land , Mac om b)To ta l Michig an  ad ul ts

Detro it area ci tie s (D etro it , 
High land  Pa rk , H am tram ck , 
Po nt iac)

1973 1974 1975
Bhange

1973—75 1973 1974 1975
Change

1973-75 1973 1974 1975
Change
1973—75

Per- Per- Pe r- Per- Pe r- Per- Per- Pe r- Pe r-ce nt cent ce nt cent cent cent cent cent ce ntYes ....................... . 47 54 46 - 1 48 60 45 - 3 56 57 52 - 4No ...................... ............ 52 44 52 0 52 38 53 + 1 44 39 47 + 3Do n’ t kn ow ............ _____  1 2 2 + 1 2 3 + 3 4 2 + 2Base......................... _____  (8 00) (9 00) (8 0 0 ). (1 44) (1 85) (1 5 2). (2 40) (2 56) (2 3 4 ) ..

TA BLE 46, PART 2

Other  ci tie s (i n  SM SA s/no t Othe r su bu rbs (balance  of
Detro it ) SMSAs , no t D e tro it)  Outs tate (n on -S MSA)

1973 1974 1975
Change

197 3-7 5 1973 1974 1975
Change

197 3-75 1973 1974 1975
Change

197 3-75

Per - Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per -ce nt cent ce nt cent cent cent cent ce nt ce ntYe s............... ..................  52 60 57 + 5 42 51 46 + 4 35 43 34 - 1N o . .................. .................. 43 38 39 - 4 57 47 54 - 3 63 53 64 + 1Don't  k n o w .. .. .................. 5 2 4 - 1 1 2 - 1 2 4 3 + 1B a s e .. .............. ..................  (8 1 ) (9 9) (9 6 ). (1 44 ) (1 54) (1 2 8 ). (1 91) (2 08 ) (1 9 0 ) ..

TA BLE 46, PART 3

<

Vic tim  of  c ri m e 1

Yes No

1973 1974 1975
Change

197 3-75 1973 1974 1975
Change

1973—75

Y e s .. ....................
Percen t 

.............. 47
Percent

51
Percent

49 + 2
Pe rcent

46
Perce nt

55
Pe rcent

45 - 1N o______ _______ 53 48 49 - 4 52 43 53 + 1Do n’ t  kn ow ................. 1 3 + 3 2 2 2 0Ba se ......................... .............. (1 46 ) (1 80) (1 5 4 ). (6 53) (7 21) (6 4 6 ). .

1 These  are  the 20 pe rcsn t o f Michiga n ad ul ts  wh o liv e  in  a household  in  which  some  mem be r o f the household,  or  the household  pr op er ty , has  been a vict im  of cr im e in the past year.  Mos t of  these  cr im es  are  of  pro pe rty .
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Appendix A.—Technical Information, Statewide Surveys for the Office 

of Criminal J ustice Programs 
(By Market  Opinion Research)

sample
Study findings for 1973, 1974, 1975 are based on interviews with three similarly  designed samples of 800 residents of Michigan, age 16 and over. Samples were drawn on a prohability-proportionate-to-size design, based on the 1970 U.S. census count of occupied dwelling units in Michigan. One hundred sampling points were selected each year and 8 interviews assigned to each. «Interviewers  were given a map with a randomly designated start ing point in each sampling point, and a skip interva l of four for selection of households.In 1974, an additional 100 interviews were assigned to sampling points with large  proportions of black respondents, in proportion to the black population in each of these points. Additional interviews were with blacks. Data  was >lat er weighed to black/non-black racial proportions according to known figures for Michigan. The purpose of the oversample of blacks was to give greater  stati stica l stabili ty to data  reported. This increased the number of blacks interviewed that year to 190, as a check on the stability of data obtained in other years from about 100 black respondents.

RESPON DEN T SELECTION

The Troldahl-Carter-Bryant technique w’as used for random selection of the individual age 16 and over to be interviewed in each household. This technique randomizes selection according to age and sex, and compensates for the fact there  are more women-only than  men-only households in the U.S. at this time.1

NUMB ER OF ATTEM PTS  TO REA CH DESIGNATED HOU SEH OLD AND RESPONDENT W IT H IN  
HOUSE HOLD

An original call plus two callbacks at  different times of day, and day of week, were made at  each chosen household to reach the household, and the selected respondent within it. Interviewers  were encouraged to make telephone appointments for personal interviews if contact was made with the household, but not with the correct respondent within it. A large proportion of interview attem pts were made on weekends or in the evening. If  after three attempts an interview was not completed, the house next door was substituted and procedure using the Troldahl-Carter-Bryant technique with three attempts begun again.
INT ERVIE WS

Interviews were conducted in person at the residence by professional inte rviewers trained and under the supervision of Market Opinion Research. Interviewers were particular ly trained for classifying crime descriptions into pre-coded categories. A third year law student  in the employ of Market Opinion Research conducted th is train ing using category descriptions developed by the Office of Criminal Just ice Programs. Interviewers used a struc tured  questionnaire. Interviewers were of the same race as the major ity of residents  •<in each sampling point.
Interviews were conducted in late October and early November 1972 (resul ts reported 1973), in January 1974 and in January 1975.

QU EST ION NA IRE S

Questionnaires were developed jointly by professional  staff of Market Opinion Research and the Office of Criminal Justice Programs, Executive Office, State of Michigan. Many questions were kept identical  throughout the three  years and trends are presented  only for these questions.
DATA PROCESS ING

Interviews were coded, keypunched and resul ts computer printed. Open end questions similar to those used in the first study were coded into the
1 Ba rbara E. Bry ant , “Respondent Selection in a Time of Changing Household Composi tion,” Journa l of Advertis ing Research, scheduled for publication, May 1975).
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categories developed previously but additional categories were added for new 
answers.

QUALITY  CONTROL

Ten percent of all interviews were validated with respondents, by persons 
other  than the original interviewers.  Keypunching was 20% verified. A 
computer “clean” program was run prior to processing of each study to check 
for invalid codes, wild scores, etc. Where errors were found, punchcards were 
checked against original questionnaires.

SA MPL E CH EC KS

t  After interviewing was completed, those interviewed were compared with
census data on persons 16 and over in Michigan. Respondents compared as 
follows:

CENSUS FIGURES, STATE OF MICHIGAN

1970
(percent)

1973
(percent)

1974
(percent)

1975
(pe rce nt)

Age:
16-24 ..................... ........................... ..............................  23 16 18 17
25-59 ________________________ .................... .........  59 62 61 61
60 and over ......................................................................  18 22 21 22

Race:
Black.............. . ................................ ..............................  11 13 11 12
White......... ................. . . . ............ ______ _____ _ 89 87 89 88

Sex:
Male_______ ________ ____ ___ _______ _______  48 42 45 48
Female__________ ____________ ..............................  52 58 55 52

The geographic distribution of those in the study compared to census figures 
is as follows:

U.S. CENSUS OF HOUSEHOLDS

1970
(pe rcent)

1973
(percent)

1974
(pe rcent)

1975
(percent )

Detroi t area cities  (De tro it, Highland Park, Ham tramck, Pontiac) ............ 21 18 21 19
Detroi t suburbs (a ll remain ing in Wayne, Oakland,  Macomb)........... ....... 27 30 28 29
Other cities  (central cities of SMSAs othe r than Det ro it)_____________ 11 10 11 12
Other suburbs (outside central cities in SMSAs other than Detro it)____ 17 18 17 16
Outstate (ru ral /sm all town—outside  of SMSAs)....... .................................. 24 24 23 24

Total .......................................... ............. ............................................. 100 100 100 100

SA MP LING  ERROR

Sampling erro r for a study based on 800 interviews is ±3.5%. This means 
that when the statem ent is made, “Thirty-five percent of Michigan adult s 
16 and over agree . . the true figure in the population, if every adu lt had 
been asked the question at  the interviewing time, lies between 31.5% and 
38.5% (35% ±3.5%). The reader can be confident tha t if repeated samples 
had been drawn from the Michigan population at  the same dates, 95 out 
of 100 samples would have given a result within ±3.5% of the figures 
reported here.

STATISTICA LLY  SIGN IFICAN T DIFFER ENC ES BETWEEN  GROUPS

Many of the results of this study are compared with answers to the same 
questions in the surveys of 1973, 1974, 1975. Any change of 5% is grea ter 
than  could be caused by sampling error  between the 1973, 1974, and 1975 
samples. If a figure has changed by a margin grea ter than 5%, the reade r 
can be 95% confident tha t a true  difference in opinion exists.

Statis tically significant differences vary according to subsample size. Within  
each study statist ically  significant differences between subgroups are  as 
follows:

7% between males and females 
10% between blacks and whites
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9% between residents of Detroit area cities and Detroit suburbs 12% between residents of Detroit area cities and other cities 
11% between residents  of Detro it area cities and suburbs of other cities 10% between residents of Detro it area  cities and outs tate rura l/sm all towns
9% between those 25-59 in age and those 16-24 
9% between those 25-59 in age and those 60 and over
8% between those who have been victims of crime recently and  those who have not

Between the same subgroups on different years of the study, statistically significant differences a re : <5% Total sample
11% Detroit Area Cities 
9% Detro it Suburbs
14% Other Cities 

w11% Other Suburbs >»10% Outstate (rural/ small  town)
11% Victim of crime 
6% Not victim 
7% Male 
7% Female 
5% White 
14% Black 
11% 16-24 
6% 25-59 
10% 60 and over

DATA AN AL YS IS

For purposes of analysis, data  has been printed  by the following subgroups. For each subgroup, change scores were computed and printed for any questions asked in all three  surveys. Change scores show the 1975 minus 1973 difference.
SUBGROUPS ANALYZED 

Total sample
By area  of res idence :

Detroit  area cities (Detroit, Hamtramck, Highland Park, Pontiac)Detro it suburbs (all remaining residents in Wayne, Oakland, Macomb counties)
Other cities (Central cities of SMSAs other than Detroit )Other suburbs (residents outside central  cities in SMSAs other than Detroit)Outstate ru ral/sma ll town—all residents outside SMSAsBy crime v ictimizatio n:
Victim (member of household in which anyone was a victim of crime in past  year) *Non-victim (member of household in which no one victim of crime in past year)

By r ace:
White and other aBlack 

By sex :
Male 
Female 

By ag e:
16-24
25-59
60 and over

Mr. Conyers. In our next witnesses, and we will take them individ
ually, are members of the State  legislature. I  am privileged  to call 
upon the representative of the 18th Dis trict  of Michigan, the Honor
able Jackie  Vaughn II I.

Representative Vaughn has been my representative in the legis
lature for many years. li e  is currently the vice chairman of the
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House Judiciary Committee, to which all State legislation on gun 
regulation has been referred.  li e  has done a grea t amount of work 
in this area and, charac teristically, he has prepared a very detailed 
statement which will be incorporated into the record at this point. 
We welcome you. I think this is the first time that  Representative 
Vaughn has had a chance to  appear before a Federal  judiciary panel 
and I ’m del ighted that he is with us today. You may proceed in your 
own way.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JACKIE VAUGHN II I,  18th DISTRICT OF THE 
MICHIGAN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

if  Mr. Vaugiin. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, first I
am grat eful  for the oppor tunity, as you have indicated, this  is my 
first exposure to a Federal panel.

I serve in the Michigan House as chairperson of colleges and uni
versities for the State of Michigan and also as vice chairperson of 
the Judicia ry Committee.

I would just care to make some remarks because, as most of you 
know, as a pioneer in the field of gun control legislation for the 
last 6 years, I am very pleased to  identi fy, and I have served in the 
Michigan House for almost, now, 10 years. My bill differed from 
those tha t currently are in the Michigan House or Michigan Senate 
in which I talk  about the sale, the manufacture, the purchase, pos
session of all handguns. I think tha t it ’s unthinkable in this, 1975, 
tha t we think about legislation of this magnitude without at least 
try ing  to dry up the source.

Second, 1 hasten to add, as a person who has represented the 
near west side of Detroi t, where the poverty and the unemployment 
rate  is much higher than  other sections of our city and our State,  
the inflationary period throughout the State of Michigan, and the 
mayor and the other elected officials have indicated tha t if you pro
rate the unemployment rate  in our town, it can run as high as GO 
percent. And if you prorate that into terms of ethnic minorities, and 
black, the rate is even higher. So I hasten to place this as par t of 

f  the record in discussing the—really, the manufacture, the sale, the 
purchase, possession of all handguns. I think tha t is the oidy way 
a decent society can really effectively, really try  to get at the awe
some task, as the members of the committee have already indicated.

I have requested, as most of you know, of the Speaker  of the 
House, for a special subcommittee. I have introduced  a resolution 
asking tha t we do like you are doing for the State of Michigan, to 
go in every segment of our State and try  to hear from both pros 
and cons, those who support and those who do not in terms of this 
important legislation. That is still pending, Air. Chairman. I hope 
by this meeting th at would have been announced. Th at is still before 
the Speaker  and it ’s his jurisdiction to appoint. Hopefu lly I can 
become tha t chairperson to really do an effective job to try  to show 
what is needed.

I do not have to belabor in the position in terms of the need for 
legislation of th is nature. And I would ju st like to point out, because 
of the issue of poverty, unemployment, inflation, and racism tha t
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exists in our society, we have to really deal with those issues, but, in the meanwhile, 1 submit to you, we must also deal with the Michi
gan use and availability  of all handguns. I thin k that ’s the only way we can really deal effectively with this.

I have misgivings with this, also, because, at the present time, the tremendous mistrust of the police department. I t’s real. At present, as you know, the 5th largest  city is struggling  with a residential problem. The interesting thing about this, Mr. Chairman, and mem
bers of the committee, under the last two mayors, before Mayor 
young, this was never an issue, the issue of  whether or not a law enforcement officer was going to be a member of that  community. And it ’s in the courts now and there is a strong possibility it might  
go eithe r way. But  that ’s a real concern in terms of talking about complete total ban, m anufac ture of guns.

Second, what occurred the  other  day, the other  week, in terms ol a police brawl in this city, which does not serve the purpose of 
my statement  in terms of the complete abolition of the sale and 
manufacture of handguns. I thin k that , in spite of all of this, in spite of the poverty level and in spite of unemployment, we must 
move to the position of really giving people hope, doing something 
about the sale and manufacture, if we’re serious about the business, and, Mr. Chairman, and members, I am total ly opposed to s trict, out
righ t, mandatory sentence without  discretion on the par ts of the court. Obviously, I think this  should be some minimum opportunities to movement, but I think that  with the whole history  of big 
cities, in terms of the infamous stress, the infamous stop and frisk, 
that is what I am frightened of in terms of the eventual leading to this kind of atti tude and this kind of society, in which you dis
arm the people and we must have stronger laws to control the action, the deed, the public record of our law enforcing officers in our society.

Also, lastly , as a part of this, as the mayor of this town has ind icated, a police force tha t represents  the population. To me, tha t is 
nonnegotiable in terms of the residential issue, in terms  of a police depar tment tha t represents the population of the city and also a review in which we move strongly under the new char ter in terms 
of try ing  to  restore confidence on the part of the people in terms of 
where, the direct ion we are going.

These are my concerns; but, in spite of all this, I believe tha t we 
must move in terms of some kind of sanity, and, incidentally, I 
don’t believe tha t any public official should be given the privilege 
of carry ing a gun. I think  tha t is unthinkable in terms of phycho- 
logieal, in terms of the other  issues, but I think that when we live in a climate of fear, mistrust , and part icula rly daily the activity of 
the law enforcement agency, I think that there  is a grea t deal of concern, tha t we do this in terms of try ing  to raise the level of 
people in the State  of Michigan in terms of where we should be and 
what we should be all about.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members.
Mr. Conyers. Than k you very  much, Jackie Vaughn.
T would like to read , representative, just  one small portion  of your 

testimony tha t I think deserves our reflection. I t’s your closing 
couple of sentences. It says:
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«

*

But, passage of a handgun ban will not  signa l the end of our  efforts. Indeed, it  will be only the beginning. When handguns  are outlawed and \ lolenee is limited , we must then  concentrate our  energies on the  causes of violence—the  appalling amounts of poverty, hunger, unemployment, racism and inju stice found in thi s land. Only af te r the  sacredness  of human life and the  fundam enta l rig ht of human dign ity ar e assured—assured to everv man and woman regardless  of their  her itage, or the ir color, or their  social standing—only then will our  society rea lly  be free of violence and  fear.
I want to commend tha t as a very thoughtful statement  because, clearly, you see this question of firearms regulation as going far beyond the mere cutt ing off of guns. You say tha t it ’s related on oui police support, it s  related to a society tha t really provides opportunity. freque ntly, you say in many of the areas where there is a gun problem, there is also a high incidence of unemployment, violence, and general unsafety, and so I thin k tha t you clearly stretch your ambit of concern to take in all of those things. As has been stated earlier , we're not going to solve all of the problems relating  to crime in our society by merely passing a law.Now, on the question of mandatory sentences, let me raise this with you. I)o you see in the mandatory sentence law, some danger tha t the judge, by having  this discretion removed from him, will be reduced to sentencing people on a very arb itra ry basis ? Or, by way of example, I think we had someone test ify tha t a policeman’s mother was taking his gun back from the airport on a tri p and, somehow or other, the gun came into her possession, and it came to the knowledge of the police authorities. Is she to be sentenced manditorily for 2 years? Is there no exception, no discretion?Because of what it  might lead to, and the thing that  I thin k gives some cause for concern, is tha t we will end up with selected cases tha t are so ludicrous that the prosecuting attorney simply won't bring  the charge to prosecute the person. Won’t tha t leave us with the law being discret ionari ly applied at another level?Mr. Vaughn. Yes.
Mr. Chairman, members, I  think you raise a very impor tant question. I thin k we are caught in a dilemma. On the one hand you have people who suggest tha t the courts are not doing their job, therefore, if you would get rid of some of the members of the bench, perhaps we could solve the spiraling  rate of crime. I do not subscribe to that .
Second, you do have this inconsistent, in terms of really exactly what we should do in terms of—for an example, if Michigan has a law, a person from Ohio, Indiana, not knowing, therefore,  in my statement, I indicated tha t I would lean, my own personal leaning, would be in terms of not mandatory sentence but discretionary, and I recognize the misuse of that  in terms, oftentimes, by the  cour t, but I think you have to have—I lean more in that  direction in terms of discretionary on the pa rt of the court, than I do on the mandatory in which you would just  arb itra rily  divest tha t kind of authority  from the courts.
Mr. Conyers. On tha t note, I thin k I will yield to the gentleman from South Carolina, Mr. Mann, for any questions.Mr. Mann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I was intrigued by the same thing you were. Mr. Chairm an, the statement on mandatory sentencing. You know, our casting about

52 -5 57 — 75— pt. 3------3
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for solutions has caused us to hit  on that as a deterrent, and yet, I 
think tha t the record will probably show that  all increases in penal
ties have a very dubious record of increased deterrence. We know 
what  the status of the arguments on capital  punishment is these days, as to whether or not  it ’s a real de terrent.

M ith all of the specialties and all of the research tha t we have 
put  into rehabil itative  methods, and a lternate  methods of sentencing, 
here we are about to cop out on all of tha t with a somewhat emo
tional response to the gun business. We know tha t recidivism is one 
of our biggest problems, as fa r as crime is concerned, and we also 
know tha t the best way to combat recidivism are some of these new 
methods of alternative sentencing, the idea of hope for probation  or 
parole, parole, in particular. So I am most pleased to hear your 
courageous statement indica ting that,  in  spite of the fact tha t courts 
aren't perfect in th eir sentencing methods, i t’s sure great to have tha t 
judge sitting there with a hear t and a mind of discretion to be able 
to take care of tha t son of yours or tha t grandson  of mine, or tha t 
mother who might  have, through some freak circumstance, or some 
emotional lapse, violated tha t par ticu lar law. I think it ’s inherent 
and basic to our system of justice tha t tha t kind of mercy can accompany sure justice.

Now, you made a reference to the permits granted to public offi
cials to carry  guns. I assume from that  tha t i t is a ra the r widespread 
practice. Does tha t practice  include others than public officials, such 
as the typical businessman, or tavern  owner who has to get to the 
bank afte r hours. Wha t is the general practice on that?

Mr. Vaughn. Mr. Chairman, the general practice, I am told that , 
as a public official, in just  a m atter for going down, I am ent itled to 
some kind of protection, or the  business person, because of the over— 
the ability to overkill, the outrageous number of handguns tha t are available, it makes the business person in a community, appears 
that  if, in order  to survive, he must have some sort of protection. 
I really fear for tha t person who has worked very hard. Wh at I ’m 
talk ing about, if we can really, somehow, in some way, dry up the 
sale, the manufacture, the possession, any kind, then we will have 
reached tha t kind of society in which he would not feel—the busi
nessman in my district said that he really  supports my bill if he can 
feel that 40, 50, 00 percent of his customers t ha t come in daily do 
not have guns. And I thin k there is something in this in terms of 
the ability to try, at least to attem pt to dry up the availability  and 
gun uses in our society and I understand we have the abili ty to 
overkill, everyone has a gun because of fear that  everyone else is 
carry ing a gun, what we call the vicious cycle and so we never 
end on tha t note. But I would hope tha t the same wav is to try 
somehow to sta rt even with the good people, to sta rt with, really, 
with those law abiding citizens, and I think there are many of those, 
and I think tha t we would make sense in terms of feeling more se
cure, tha t we are not pa rt of an armed society.

Mr. Mann. Well, I will be the first to concede tha t South Caro
lina  has perhaps the worst gun laws in the Nation. I t’s a source of 
illegal traffic of guns, and yet we don’t have this  permit, carry ing 
gun permit business, and I can see an insidious result because, as
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we know, the big argument, the biggest  argument is tha t a citizen is entitled to have Ins gun in his house for that same reason. Of 
course, an example of a public official carrying  a gun, is certain ly 
not, going to contribute to holding down the ownership of guns in 
one s home. Xot that  that isn 't fraugh t with many other problems 
which are far beyond t ha t public official carrying  a  gun. Thank you very much.

Mr. Vaughn. The number of people f ata ls that  occur in the home, 
they are outrageous. This  person who maintains tha t he has, under 
the Constitution , which we question, a right to defend his own home. 
But what occurs, as you know perhaps better than  anyone else, the 
number of fata lities that occur between the husband and wife or be- 
tween a member of the family, or the  young kid discovering the 
father ’s gun, the soaring statistics on this  are very, very clear, tha t 
the misuse of a gun, although  not intent ionally , is a matter of  public record.

Air. Mann. Than k you.
Mr. Conyers. Mr. McClory.
Air. AIcClory. Thank  you, Air. Chairman.
Thank vou Representative Vaughn, for your testimony here this 

morning. I  am interested in your final observation, part icularly  since 
it ’s a fact tha t a great many accidents occur with guns, and, as I 
understand, guns in the home are more apt  to  ki ll the wrong person 
about 5 or 6 times than they are to kill the right person. That's the acci
dental misuse of guns or the unintended use of a handgun. It seems to 
me, however, tha t our pr imary effort must be directed toward the crim
inal misuse of handguns, and I am concerned about your testimony. For 
one thing, I  wonder whe ther you rea lly, honestly feel that your recom
mendation, for instance, with regard to the prohibit ion against the manufacture, sale, and possession of handguns, even if applied in the 
State  of Michigan, is a realistic expectation. Do you really feel th at 
tha t kind of legislation is possible of an enactment in the State  of Michigan?

Air. Vaughn. Yes, I do. I introduced, 7 years  ago, a bill to s trike 
all penalties from the drug law, and I am very happy to say today 
Michigan has moved not all the way but pretty near tha t kind of 
legislation. I t’s amazing what you can do in terms of, as an elected 
official, to raise the level of people's thinking  in this State. I am 
very pleased to  say that  crime compensation 6 years  ago, we passed 

4 tha t, the bill that I introduced in the Alichigan house in the judic iary committee, I am very pleased—this was unthinkable. I think we 
have a double responsibi lity to raise the issues, to raise the level. 
Hopefu lly tha t people will come up. I am quite convinced tha t the 
rate  tha t we’re going, crime of passion, don’t have to tell you about 
tha t, it ’s real in our community, in our society and I believe tha t 
once we can take the profit out of gunmaking, because guns are made 
to take human lives, the article, my neighbor is going to kill me, 
is a very clever one in this whole area, so it’s my hope tha t your 
committee coming to Alichigan, th at we can have more determination 
to push legislation of this nature. I believe tha t it will work and I 
believe tha t it—it takes a little time but  I think that it will come 
around.
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Mr. McClory. Well, I would venture that  that  90 percent of the 
law abiding citizens that  possess guns probably wouldn’t agree with 
your statement tha t guns are manufactured for the purpose of kill 
ing people because, well, in the first place, most gun owners are 
sportsmen, they are not think ing about shooting anybody at all.

Mr. Vaughn. We’re ta lking about handguns.
Mr. Conyers. Will my colleague suspend. I feel it my duty to in

form all of our friends  tha t have joined us here today tha t we are 
not in popularity contests, and tha t we are going to listen to the „ 
testimony under the rules of the House of Representatives, which re
quires tha t our visiting audience give no responses p ro or con about 
the statements that we’re receiving as the testimony. Thank you.

Mr. McClory. I want to join, Mr. Chairman, in tha t admonition. > 
I was wont to assure you, too, that I wasn’t making a statement here 
for the purpose of getting an audience response.

But the thin g tha t 1 did want to get at was, tha t legislation, 
eithe r at the State level, I would assume, and, certainly, at the Fed
eral level, which would outlaw the manufacture, sale, and possession 
of even handguns would not* be, in my opinion, realistic  a t th is point, 
because even with  regard to handguns, I am sure that the statistic s 
would indicate tha t in excess of 90 percent, I would venture, 95 or 
98 percent of the handguns tha t are used, are in possession of per
sons, are in the possession of law abiding citizens who feel that 
eithe r for sporting purposes or for matters  of personal protection, 
or because they are. collectors or for other reasons, feel a legitimate  
right to  possess that par ticu lar weapon.

The thing tha t 1 am concerned alxwt is your recommendation, 
would that  go so far as to preclude the sale of handguns to—or 
have them in the possession of law enforcement officials or the mili 
tary ?

Mr. V augiin. No.
Mr. McClory. It  could exclude those?
Mr. Vaugiin. As a student in England, at this  time, no, but  I 

wouldn’t th ink it  wouldn’t be a bad idea to eventually get rid of all 
guns, including the law enforcement.

Mr. McClory. Now, the American firearms manufacturers  would 4 still be. permitted to manufacture handguns then for law enforce
ment officers or military ?

Mr. Vaugiin. Military. T think I make that  crystal  clear that the 
milit ary are not included in my concern at this time. ♦

Mr. McClory. Of course, they could get them from more than 
American manufacturers, if we banned the manufacture, but you’re 
not representing a banning of the manufacture?

Air. Vaughn. No.
Mr. McClory. Now, gett ing to the subject o f mandatory penalties, 

and, of course, really, while you’re dealing with the State legisla
ture and the State laws, we’re bound to deal with the Federa l leg
islation, we do have mandatory penalties at the present time with 
regard to second and thi rd  offense fo r crimes committed with han d
guns. One of the problems we have encountered in some of the 
testimony we have already received indicates  t ha t persons who com
mit a crime with a gun, a robbery, burg lary,  or something of tha t
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nature, are released and commit another crime. Therefore, it ’s felt that 
a mandatory penalty  for the fir st offense of a crime committed with a 
gun, I am really not talk ing about failure to register or something 
of th at nature , but a crime—say we take a felony, a felony committed 
with a gun, tha t tha t should be punished with a mandatory prison 
sentence, but I gat her from your testimony you would oppose tha t (

Air. Vaughn. A.es, and I thin k for a very good reason. I ’m sure 
tha t the courts would take into consideration the proba tionary rec
ord, reports  of any individual. He could very quickly discern 
v hether or not an individual would have been before the courts a 
halt dozen times. 1 in sure tha t is not the case, but I thin k what I 
would be worried about is the whole philosophy tha t the more the 
sentence, the more you re going to do and preven t crime. I think  
that  is my concern. I think we, as lawmakers, must be very cognizant 
of tha t very basic point , building more jail houses, more institu tions 
will not necessarily reduce crime. 1 think we have to deal with 
people and their problems, we have to deal with people in terms 
of hopefulness that  we can somehow give back to society a law 
abiding, hopeful citizen so tha t he can make a contribu tion to our 
society. That is my thrust.

Mr. McClory. Are you satisfied, yourself, that  the  courts are deal
ing adequately, today, with offenders who commit offenses with a gun ?

Mr. Vaughn. Within  the law I thin k that the courts are doing 
their  prescribed constitu tional duty. Again, I think we have to be 
very careful about those who would impede the Supreme Court, the 
Federa l Court, or the local courts. Often  times I hear this kind of 
generality, and I am fea rfu l of that because, as it has been stated 
here, our courts are our last bastian for our democracies in  terms of 
really p rotecting the people.

Air. McClory. They are also the institutions  upon which we rely 
to enforce the laws and, if they don’t inflict the penalties tha t we, 
as lawmakers provide, why, they frustra te our best efforts, don’t 
they ?

Now, gett ing back for just a moment to the subject of penalties, 
mandatory penalties, and you indicated tha t you were—that you had 
had some involvement with the drug enforcement legislation in the 
State of Michigan, but  isn’t it a fact  tha t the Federal laws tha t 
have increased the penalties agains t drug  traffickers, trafficking in 
hard drugs, have had a very distinct deterrent effect on drug traffic?

Air. Vaugiin. Again, we are talking about people who, for  various 
reasons, like the present commission on crime recommended home 
use, the attorney  general of the United States, just  a couple days 
ago came out for permission, he saw nothing really out of the 
ordinary.

Air. McClory. You’re talk ing about marijuana?
Air. Vaughn. Right.
Air. AIcClory. I ’m talking about narcotic drugs  and the real in

sidious effect which the unlawful trafficking in hard drugs-----
Air. Vaughn. Trafficking is a whole different ball game.
Air. AIcClory. But tougher penalties have had a very—have had a 

strong deterrent effect on drug  trafficking, have they not?
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Mr. Vaughn. Oh, yes.
Mr. McClory. So tha t there are instances when tougher  penalties, even mandatory penalties,  would be beneficial?
Mr. A augiin. We have reference to—about 5 years ago we had sent people to prison for the ir own personal use, smoking. I t’s interest ing how much we have progressed away from tha t kind of concept tha t 101/2 years to break a person of a habi t, as opposed to doing something about his par ticu lar problem, his illness, his sickness.Mr. McClory. Now, assuming tha t we can’t get through the congress a law to ban the manufacture, sale and possession of handguns, which I can assure you we can't, do you think it would be helpful to discourage the possession and use o f handguns by criminal elements if we provided a better system of identification of the gun owner afte r a crime has been committed, for instance, and we p rovided against the sale and possession of the so-called Saturday nigh t special, as a nonsporting weapon? Would those be helpful, do you think ? I
Mr. A aughn. This whole question worries me. As a person who prides himself, we know other legislation was introduced, I introduced gun control legislation in terms of driving out—but I am fear ful of the enforcement and the—we’ve had in big cities, and I thin k this is unique all over, a history  and stop and frisk, at the wrong place, at  the wrong time, you’re from a poor community, this kind of attitude, you're talking about a person who has really been convicted of a crime. I'm  very much concerned, as you are in terms of how can we save human lives, and then, on the other hand, I am still supporting—but I have suggested a much bette r method in terms of reality , if you are serious about it, you will try  to get rid of the availabil ity, the manufacture, the sale, the possession of guns. And it seems to me tha t that  is the best way to approach this problem.
T am not opposed to that kind of legislation but I would seriously urge strong consideration of legislation tha t would really get at the basic cause and dry up the availabili ty, particularly of handguns, in our society.
Mr. McClory. Let me say we are not considering stop and frisk  legislation. We are not even considering pretr ial detention legislation at this state, and I am interested  in the positions you have taken, officially, in your capacity as a State legislator, and I am grateful  for your  testimony here this morning.Thank you, Air. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. Representative Vaughn, you have demonstra ted you are a man of courage and vision and hope. I appreciate the fact tha t you share our responsibility at the Statewide level, as vice chairman of the House Ju diciary  Committee. I  th ink  you have added a view that, really, ought to be a pa rt of the hearings of this subcommittee coming to Detroit. We are, as usual, grateful  for your close connection with the House of Representatives on a wide range of other subjects.
I recall, because we have hearings  about to commence in  Washington on the Mar tin Luther  King  bill, that  you were the original and leading sponsor of tha t legislation in the State Legislature, and
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with extremely good success. So we wish you well and thank you 
for testifying .

Mr. V augiix. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members.
[The prepa red statement of lion. Jack ie Vaughn follows:]

Statement of Hon. Jackie Vaughn II I
Mr. Chairman, I apprecia te the opportunity to present  a statement on the 

subject of handgun control to your Subcommittee on Crime of the House 
Committee on Judiciary .

I  My interest in handgun control legislation is not a recent development. I
have sponsored such legislation in the Michigan House of Representat ives 
during the previous two sessions. This session, my bill would prohibit the 
manufacture,  sale, purchase, or possession of handguns by any person other 
than  the milita ry or police officers while on duty. Tha t bill is currently in 
our House Judicia ry Committee.

I am pleased to report that  the Michigan House has recently passed a 
resolution creating a special study committee to examine the entire  question 
of handgun control. As the Chairman of tha t committee, I am planning a 
series of public hearings throughout this state. I am confident tha t the 
testimony generated at  these hearings will produce in Michigan the kind 
of awareness and concern tha t your subcommittee hearings are  generating 
at  the national level.

Crime in this nation is the subject of endless discussion, study and debate. 
Citizens consistently cry out for better police protection, candidates urge more 
stringent administrat ion of justice, legislators  demand an increase in punitive 
laws. Yet, violence continues to increase while our individual security 
diminishes day by day. The disgraceful 17 percent jump in the 1974 crime 
rate—the highest since the FBI  began collecting stati stics  45 years ago— 
amply illustrates my point.

It  is clearly pas t time that  the people of this country boldly face the 
fact tha t the limitless proliferation of handguns in every segment of our 
society must be ended before any meaningful, positive steps can possibly 
be taken to control crime.

Consider, for a moment, the  amount of violence handguns account for in our 
society. Since 1970, more than 400 police officers have been killed with pistols. 
Since 1966, the use of guns to commit murder has nearly doubled. Since 
1968, armed robbery has increased 60 percent. If  the present rate  of hand
gun homicide continues, more Americans will be shot down on the American 
battlefield in the next four years  than were killed during 12 years of Vietnam 
War.

Detroit  is a perfect  example of the armed camp I am describing. This city 
has had a homicide increase  of 370 percent over the last  decade. According 
to estimates, there  are  500,000 handguns, or one for every three citizens, 

(p in Detroi t Last  year, 801 people were murdered in this city—over one-half
of them with handguns.

I simply cannot believe th at  a civilized society will continue to tolera te such 
deplorable conditions. Priv ate ownership of guns is a way of life tha t has 
long outlived its usefulness. In fact, such a custom is counter-productive 

* today. Let us consider some of the more common arguments  advanced by
those who oppose handgun control.

The most frequent of these concerns the second amendment to the Con
stitution, which reads in fu ll : “A well-regulated militia, being necessary to 
the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms 
shall not be infringed.”

The Supreme Court, in a 1939 decision, U.8. vs. Miller, made it clear that 
this  amendment does not guaran tee the individual’s righ t to bear arms, as 
the “pro-gun” lobby would have us believe. Instead , tha t decision clarified 
tha t the constitutional guarantee was made to assure the continuation and 
render possible the effectiveness of the militia. Thus, the right of the people 
to keep and bear arms is a collective righ t of the citizenry to preserve a 
militia, not an individual righ t of self-defense.

Another common argument claims that banning handguns would resu lt in 
increased crime, because criminals would not fear disarmed citizens. All
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available  evidence indicates, however, tha t the handgun is of greates t danger to so call “law abiding citizens” who keep handguns for protection against  criminals. According to FBI crime statistics , 70 percent of reported homicides are  committed by people close to the victim—wives, husbands, relatives  or friends. The majori ty of homicides do not result during the commission of another crime. The profile of the typical homicide indicates tha t the loss of life results from careless use of the handgun or during moments of passion.

Finally, we hear so often tha t guns don't kill people—people do. This statement ignores the fact tha t handguns are basically designed and primarily used to kill people. Their use for sporting purposes is very limited. In addition, given tha t crimes of violence will occur no mat ter whether or not handguns are available, it becomes all the more essential tha t we ban handguns. The principal argument for this position is tha t people who commit violence with weapons use the most readily available weapon. No other weapon has the combination of portability, availability,  and ability to kill tha t is possessed by the handgun. If we limit people's ability to kill through control of handguns, we can substantially reduce the homicide rate  in our state  and our nation.I could continue indefinitely to refute similar objections to handgun control with a barrage of facts, figures, and statistics . Let me jus t say, however, tha t we are no longer living in a simple, agrarian society where guns may have once been a necessary par t of life. The American patr iot who once fought for the righ t to bear arms against English tyranny has been replaced by the assassin who stalks people and political figures. The individualist who needed a gun to protect his family on the front ier has become the man who murders his wife in a fit of rage. The backwoodsman who depended upon a gun for food and clothing, trans lates today into the security guard who shoots a man to death in a theater, in an argument over popcorn.What sense does this make? We are not revolutionaries, frontiersmen or backwoodsmen—we are civilized human beings who live in a society much too complex to withstand the tragedy and violence which handguns inevitably lead to.
I am very encouraged with the resu lts of a survey, taken  in March of 1974, for the Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Programs. The survey shows tha t 54 percent of the citizens of this state said they would favor a ban on owning handguns. This is an increase of 7 percent over September 1972, when that same question was asked. Heaviest opposition to the ban is still found in outs tate rura l area s where only 43 percent said they would favor it. Yet, even this  figure is encouraging. In 1972, only 35 percent of these persons were in favor of handgun control. In fact, support from every segment of our state is increasing.
We must seize this  opportunity. I am convinced tha t the time is righ t for an all-out war on private guns. Working together, I am certain tha t we will succeed in this campaign against violence.But. passage of a handgun ban will not signal the end of our efforts. Indeed, it will be only the beginning. When handguns are outlawed and violence is limited, we must then concentrate our energies on the causes of violence—the appalling amounts of poverty, hunger, unemployment, racism and injustice found in this land. Only afte r the sacredness of human life and the fundamental  right  of human dignity are  assured—assured to every man and woman regardless of thei r heritage, or thei r color, or thei r social standing—only then will our society really be free of violence and fear.Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. I would like to ask the Honorable Dennis Hertel, who is the representa tive from the 12th Legisla tive Dis trict  in Michigan, to join us now.
Representa tive ITertel has strong views and has been very active in the area of gun controls on which we are conducting hearings. He has been thoughtful enough to prepare a statement and submit it in advance to the subcommittee, for which we are grateful. e welcome you. Representative Hertel. We will incorporate your state ment in full into the proceedings, allowing you to address us as you choose.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. DENNIS M. HERTEL, 12TH DISTRICT OF THE 
MICHIGAN HOUSE OF REPRESEN TATIVES

Mr. Hertel. Thank you, Air. Chairman, members of the Subcom
mittee on Crime of the House Committee on the Judiciary . I thank 
you fo r your invitation .

I have, before the Legislature, House bill 5073, and I  have brought 
copies of it for the committee. It  passed the House of Representa-

* tives by a vote last month of 98 to 6. I t has not yet been taken up 
bv the Senate Judicia ry Committee and I wanted to point that out 
because I believe there was a misstatement before. But a more 
serious misstatement has been made by the last speaker and I am

< very disappointed really that Representative Vaughn was not fa
milia r with the House bill  5073 as i t addresses mandatory  sentences. 
It' s important to point out first of all that we are talk ing about a 
2-year mandatory sentence for one possessing a firearm when they 
attem pt or in fact  commit a felony while having possession of a 
firearm.

So the case that  was b rought forward before about a woman who 
didn’t have a prope rly registered or—someone who was transp ort 
ing a gun improperly would not apply under  this bill and we had 
a specific exclusion for concealed weapons because of this problem, 
people tha t weren’t committing  a felony or breaking a law, and 
committing a crime again st someone, I guess would be the  best wav 
of put ting  it, but, instead, only people t ha t are committing crimes, 
such as armed robbery, such as breaking and entering, because we 
have seen a grea t increase in the number of burg lars who bring 
guns with them now, who didn ’t do so years ago. People tha t are 
breaking into a house, which is usually a crime not of violence, b ut 
when they are surprised, use tha t gun without thinking, and what 
happened over on the east side of Detroit was a burgla ry, and the 
woman got on the phone because she discovered the burglars were 
still there, and while she was on the phone she was shot repeatedly 
and this was played over radio stations and so for th, all of us have 
heard this, I think , in the Detroit  area, very shocking.

> This, really, is what this bill is aimed at, people who are com
mitt ing felonies tha t are made where predete rminat ion to commit 
a crime against another has been made and then to make tha t pre 
determination to bring  a firearm with them.

* We talk  about possession because it ’s very hard to define use of a 
handgun or a firearm. Is tha t bringing tha t with them? Is that  
pointing it at somebody ? Is tha t shooting? So possession is in the 
language  of the bill.

We talk  about attempt, or, in fact, committing a felony because 
we are trying to get at the problem of plea bargaining. We have 
the Michigan Prosecutors Association who, in fact, helped me some
what  with the language, who have endorsed it wholeheartedly, this  
bill, and they feel that  it would have a—it may be really a bar  to 
plea bargain ing, make it more difficult to plea bargain because, in 
fact, it ’s very easy to prove tha t somebody had a gun in the ir pos
session when they attempted to commit the crime.

We have also balked about the figure of 2 years because we are 
not concerned with the severity of the sentence. Many studies in
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Europe show that it ’s not severity but certainty of punishment  which is the most important deter rent in a legislative act.Two years seems to be a reasonable time for the chance of rehabilitation, the chance to work with the person, and to, of course, make it  clear to him tha t he has violated a law and must pay a price.At the same time, it ’s not too long to be imprisoned for someone’s first offense. Basically, though,  I don’t feel tha t badly about putt ing someone off the streets when they have chosen to take a gun with them, and possibly use i t on another human being. They have made w tha t decision, th is isn’t a crime of emotion or it  isn’t a s tate of emotion, they have made tha t predetermination and I'm very concerned about that.

Looking at our courts, we see the most recent compiled figures of w 1973, for the State of Michigan, and we find tha t in the category of armed robbery, which holds a sentence up to life, 24 percent of the people tha t were convicted, found guilty of armed robbery, served no time in prison, lost none of thei r freedom, at all, and I would submit then to the committee, as I  already have to the Legislature , tha t people are feeling tha t if they get a free ride the first time, no matt er how serious thei r crime, tha t it ’s possible for them to have a free ride and not serve any time for tha t first offense because of suspended sentences, paroles, probation.Our bill specifically says tha t those cannot be done for at least this 2-year sentence which is in addition  to any sentence they receive for the crime but at least for tha t 2 years tha t sentence cannot be suspended, parole or the person cannot be put  on probation. We feel tha t this may have a deter rent effect, it ’s very hard to prove, we feel tha t it might because the word might get out on the street tha t instead of committing that first crime and having a free ride, you’re going to be put away for 2 years if you ta ke a gun with you when you commit tha t crime.
I would like to point out fur the r tha t the bill has been endorsed either in concept or specifically, this House bill, by the Governor of the State of Michigan in his state of the State  address when he called for a 5-year mandatory sentence for people tha t commit crimes with firearms, by the mayor of the city of Detroit , Coleman Young, by UAW -CAP and I think most important,  because they will have people work with the law and work with this problem directly, the Michigan Law Enforcement Legislative Committee, this group is made up of the Michigan Prosecutors Association, the 4 Michigan Sheriff’s Association, the Michigan Police Association, and the Michigan Police Chiefs’ Association, and they only endorse a bill in our Legisla ture in the State  of Michigan when they are totally unanimous in support of it, as it  stands, as i t’s written. They did so on House bill 5073. In fact, the only body that is opposed to this bill, tha t I am aware of at all, tha t has contacted me, is the Michigan Depar tment  of Corrections, and the ir only reason, really, was cost, because they felt  tha t our prisons are now becoming overcrowded in the State  of Michigan. That was really the ir concern.Well, I am very concerned about prison reform. I have worked as a staff assistant to the Governor’s Commission of Corrections Reform back in 1973, and I have many bills to deal with correction
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reform which I would be happy  to talk  about this morning, but I 
think it might  go out of your parameter tha t you would like to hear.

I don’t thin k tha t the Michigan Legislature, in fact, I know the 
Michigan House of Representatives is not ready to tell felons c arry
ing guns tha t we don’t have room for them in our prisons, and I 
thin k tha t tha t is why it passed 98 to 6 in the Michigan House of 
Representatives. I thin k they have made it clear to the criminal 
tha t they are not going to tell him that  we can’t afford to take him 
off the streets.

Let me conclude by saying tha t I ’m aware that the Congressman, 
James G. O’Hara, from Mt. Clemens, and the State  of Michigan, 
has introduced a similar bill in Congress, this  session, and I certainly 

_ want to voice my strong support of Congressman O'Hara 's efforts 
and feel that this direct approach to the ever-growing crime prob
lem tha t we have throughout the country should be tried and 
evaluated.

Let me te ll you something else that  we’re doing in the House of 
Representatives. Representat ive Monty Geralds from Oakland Coun
ty has introduced a bill which, I  believe, will pass out of committee, 
with the amendments we worked on last week fo r 3 hours. It  deals 
with concealed weapons, which we have excluded from House bill 
5073 and it deals, along with mandatory sentences, keeping the max
imum which we presently have of the $2,500 line or 5 years, or both, 
but going to mandatory minimums, $1,000 for the first offense, which 
can be paid if the person is an indigent or if there is severe eco
nomic hardship  in regular payments th at the court can set up. Second 
offense would be 1 year, the thir d is—would be 5 years. This then 
would get at tha t problem of people not having  a permit  and carry
ing a concealed weapon without a prison term the very fi rst time but 
a very stiff fine to let that person know what a serious offense he is 
committing. It  deals then on tha t first level and we then have the 
mandatory sentences aft er tha t and we also still have the maximum 
if the judge feels it’s warran ted, too, in  fact, incarcerate  the person 
for 5 years. So on that  note I  would open the questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much for a very articulate defense 
~ of your legislation.

We are moving toward a deadline. We are try ing  to complete 
your questions by 12 o’clock and then call another witness, the ex
ecutive director  of the Michigan United Conservation Clubs. What 

» I want to do is lay before you a series of questions. You may not 
be able to grapp le with them all in this limited time because I  want 
to keep myself under the restrict ions tha t I'm imposing on my 
colleagues.

I want to be honest with you. You sound like a very effective 
State legislator, one who has operated with grea t care. You do not 
seem to be anything  but a deliberate and thoughtful gentleman on 
this subject. Let me te ll you the problems that arise with me about 
this, and I admit tha t I have not made a decision about it.

When we say we are going to mandate  a sentence in a certa in 
area, what we are, in effect saying is tha t we have a lack of belief, 
or confidence, in our criminal judges and that  w*e are taking from 
them what would normally be a very clear area of their jurisdic tion.
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e are implying, if not saying flat out, tha t we think tha t they wouldn’t know how to handle, in the way that you and I would want to, a case where someone committed a felony, endangered or attempted to endanger someone's life with a gun. We imply that they might let them off, turn them out, let them plea bargain thei r penalty away.
Now, in view of the fact tha t most of the people in the State  prison, and I note tha t the corrections’ directo r was agains t this hill, are black or minority citizens, and, as a member o f the jud iciary, and as a lawyer in Detro it before going to Congress, we have had continual problems of racism in the criminal  justice system of black citizens, particularly, being sentenced without benefit of the whole criminal process. We have case upon case in which they weren’t favored with any of this leniency t ha t we hear so much of. As a matte r of fact, they got much less than due process. We have stacks upon stacks of correspondence from constituents and relatives of people who are in prison and who are seeking new tr ials  and so forth. That, to me, suggests no leniency of judges. And, as I go to the Recorders Court, I don’t see any grea t leniency taking place there, at all. I see people being lined up almost like cattle, being sent through a judicial process.
Xow, when we say tha t prosecutors joined in, at another examination of this problem, and supported your bill to eliminate the plea bargaining, I can’t help but recall tha t it’s the prosecutor with whom the plea bargaining takes place and without  whom there couldn’t be any plea bargain ing. The judge doesn’t have anything to do with the plea bargaining, he only hears about what the two lawyers, one, the prosecution, and the other, the defense lawyer, have done, when they bring the case before him. He is rarely a par ty to it until  he is advised. So tha t I am trying to figure out why the prosecutors would be anxious to support a mandatory provision when all they have to do, as a body, is to stop entering into plea  bargain ing, themselves, and they wouldn’t have to be as enthusiastically in support of this legislation.
The thir d point, Representat ive Iler tel,  tha t is distu rbing me a little hit, is where does this stop? If  we have to build a number of additional Jackson prisons in the State of Michigan to accommodate this legislation, what is going to happen ultimately? Will there be more people sent to  prison? I think  corrections superin tendent Johnson gave some eloquent testimony on the cost, bu t assuming we can afford it, and determine to pay for it, and we bu ilt two more Jack-  son prisons, and we take all of these people out mandatorily  for 2 years, my question is. afte r 2 years, what will they come back as? They are not going to go to prison forever. What we see in this horrible recidivist rate is that the prisons become a breed ing ground.Xow, what I see is a geometrical progression of more people going to prisons, more prisons being built, more people coming out of prisons going into more crime, and pre tty soon we may have hal f our population in prisons as a result of this approach. Would you try  to give me your views on any or all of these things that bother me?
Mr. II ertel. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I will try  to hit  them as you asked them.
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First, as to the judiciary, T think it ’s fail ing  in many respects. 
We are talking about, as I pointed out, in 1973, 24 percent of the 
people who are convicted in the courts with the prosecutor, jury,  
so forth, convicted of armed robbery and serving no time. So I 
would say yes. There are many excellent jurists , very many, but 
there are some poor ones. We have a real problem and the people 
feel tha t and I think the people a re righ t.

As far as racism, race being an issue, I would like to point  out 
« to the committee tha t I give this a good deal of thought and talked 

to members of  my Democratic caucus before introducing this  legis
lation, in fact, Mr. Cushingberry is a cosponsor from northwest De
troit. In fact, during the debate, Bay Hood, representative from 

w Detroit , Morris Ilood, represen tative from Detroit , and Joe Young, 
representative from Detroit, all spoke in favor  during the House 
debate. These men all happened to be black, but  all spoke in favor 
saying tha t they believed tha t something needed to be done in this 
area and that they were in  favor  of it and didn’t view i t that way.

I think the problem, as far as our prisons having more minority  
people in them, and I visited all the prisons in the State  of Michigan 
except Marquette, have looked at the figures, as far as convictions 
and even charges in the  State of Michigan, is tha t we are not prose
cuting white-collar crime very frankly. Very few people are prose
cuted for embezzlement. In  fact, very few people, something tha t 
your committee is very familiar  with, I would guess, are  convicted 
of bribery including public officials, and I am looking at all 
those laws now and working with some prosecutors who feel tha t 
this is a very difficult area to get in because there is really no sen
tencing and there really are not now the tools on the State level 
even to  move ahead on these more complex crimes, as fa r as proof. 
I do see tha t as a great problem, though, and I think that  is why 
we have some imbalance. We are going after the street criminal 
more than we are aft er white-colla r cr iminals, saying since it  wasn t  
a violent crime it’s not as evil. I think with our hearings with our 
former president we found in American people how evil those other 
crimes can be, violent in a different sort of way, as to people’s rights 

n* and proper ty. . .
As far  as plea bargaining, this would be afte r plea bargaining,  

and I would admit tha t the prosecutors from the metropolitan area, 
the prosecutors from Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb, really are the 

* chief advocates in this  vein, in saying it  would limit  plea bargain
ing. When I talk  about sentencing for armed robbery, these people 
have all been convicted and that  the prosecutor has charged them 
with armed robbery, he has brought proofs forward and, m fact, 
they weren’t sentenced, and tha t was the  duty of the judge, the ]udi- 
ciarv to make a sentence that was up  to life by the legislature, they 
could have given the people. But I guess what I ’m try ing  to say 
about plea bargaining really is that  there sometimes is a problem 
of proof in a t rial,  and, as an attorney , I know th at you understand 
tha t this—you take your best shot at the defendant, and you migh t 
have to plea ba rgain  down because it  would be hard  for you to  prove 
they committed the crime b ut it ’s easier to prove that  he attempted 
to commit i t because it wasn’t complete, if nobody saw the gun tha t 
he had or he didn’t hold it out on somebody, he had it in his coat,
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so it was armed robbery instead of armed robbery from a person.
'I bat is what we’re trying to get at here, by making it simple, t ha t 
they only have to have the gun in thei r possession when they commit 
the  crime, itse lf, to get 2 years, to discourage the person from bring
ing the gun with him.

Last then, as far as additional prisons, I  think, again, going back 
to the idea of white-collar crime, and violent crimes and what we 
see in our society, I agree tha t our prisons are universities for 
crime, very often.

First, I would submit tha t somebody has already decided to use a 
gun. T think committing  a crime, maybe taking someone’s life, the 
man has made a very serious decision. They are not going to be 
stopped by going to prison. ,

As far  as overcrowding, because they have a very small value on 
human life, I think that  the people they are going to run into in 
prison is not going to be a shock to them—well, how should I say 
tha t—it’s not as influential to them, as if someone who had written 
a bad check or larceny of a building or something of that sort ; 
somebody who is 19 or 20 years old, didn’t take a gun with him.

I think  what we have to do in  this legislature, is to divide up our 
crimes and our procedures such as violent crimes and nonviolent 
crimes and I don't  know t ha t people tha t commit nonviolent crimes 
should be going to prison and serving time with people that do com
mit violent crimes because of thei r influence and  I think tha t would 
lower the amount of people you have in prison. I think there  are 
some people in our society and I know that  you know as a commit
tee, from the recidivism rate, tha t a fter  the second or thi rd are never 
going to go stra ight , very frank ly, are going to commit another 
crime and another. We have lost them, or somehow, our society has 
failed them in working with them and finding at a younger age how 
to bring tha t person around to be a contributing member of society.

But  I ’m concerned first of all about separat ion of the first time 
offenders and second, nonviolent offenders and having  alternative 
programs and expanding them. Let me say this law, though it ’s a 
mandatory sentence, would not require tha t the judge sentence th at 
person if he’s a first time offender or a young person or whatever 
the judge’s discretion, exceptions tha t he took to tha t indiv idual ’s 
circumstances, he would still have the ability to sentence that  indi 
vidual to any type of program tha t he wanted to. We have many 
training programs, for instance, for first time offenders. We have ♦ 
even conservation programs up north in this State. Now, the  judge 
would still have tha t discretion and I don’t want to take that dis
cretion away from him, but tha t person would at least have to be 
off the street for 20 years so he couldn’t commit another crime agains t 
someone for at least tha t time. Second, he would have to be in
volved in some program tha t the judge ordered, whether  it was 
conservation training or, in fact, Jackson prison, or maximum se
curity  prison so there is still that discretion and there is still that 
chance to work with tha t person. Bu t I think that we’re dealing 
with an individual who does have this—if  I  emphasize again, this 
feeling tha t human life doesn’t mean very much, and that he is not



925

too concerned about our laws and the population, if he takes a gun 
with him.

Mr. Conyers. Th ank you.
Mr. Mann.
Mr. Mann. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
As a prosecutor, myself, for 10 years, I had my share of fru str a

tions with the courts not giving what I considered to be adequate  
sentences, from my viewpoint, of course, and I do feel that the 
judic iary has not been as responsive to the situations that  exist in

* our society as they should have been. Th at’s both good and bad but  
it has enough bad to where something needs to be done about it. 
It ’s good because it demonstrates tha t each judge is his own man 
and he is not hooked into any system as to how he is going to ad
minister justice, tempered with such mercy as he may find.

But in each of our States we can have a greater exchange of ideas 
and meetings and a system to cause these judges to be more aware 
of the situations tha t exist in the areas where they are holding court 
at any given time.

I also think we fail the judges, in not furn ishin g them with 
adequate presentence information. Improvements are being made 
throughout this country on recordkeeping and presentence reports  
but, let’s face it, it is only fair ly recently, tha t it has achieved any 
good, solid substance at all.

So those are our problems, but I think the judges and the admin 
istrat ion of justice can be responsive to the public’s attitudes and to 
situations. I hate to see us arrive at a simplistic solution because 
of our frus tration because the other solutions are so difficult, and 
I sta rt with the sentencing and I go to  the rehab problem, the pun
ishment problem.

They are not simple. Therefore, it’s a little  bit too easy to endorse 
the idea of a mandatory sentence as being the answer.

Now, I agree with your statement, again, but I wonder i f you and 
I have—if your implicat ion and my interpreta tion are different. 
Various studies have shown tha t the certain ty of punishment is even 
more important than the length or severity of it and will help 

~ determine how effective a deter rent any punishment will be. Of 
course, we know th at the certa inty of punishment is pa ramount, and 
then we get  to the thi rd spectrum of law enforcement, catching  the 
violator. So we can immediately agree tha t catching the violator

♦ is the most important step and where we’re fall ing  down the most.
The certainty of punishment, the certainty of being caught, is 

the way I inte rpre t that, and I don’t t hink  manda tory sentence means 
certainty of punishment, it ’s the certainty of being caught,  the 
certainty of being put  throu gh the process, the certa inty of having 
gui lt determined tha t is the keystone of an adequate law enforce
ment effort. It  is the certain ty, the stigma, that is the deterrent. 
That is the important function of the system of justice that is going 
to prevent the recidivism that we are working at.

So we start with tha t idea, we go to the inadequacies of the judges’ 
sentencing process, and then the rehab ilitation process, and we have 
got a very difficult problem. Do I imply from your statement here tha t



926

you include in the phrase certa inty of punishment, the idea of certain ty of confinement ?
Mr. Hertel. Well, I certain ly don’t—Mr. Chairman—Congressman Mann—I certainly don't tie the two together. Let me say how I see it.
Confinement, yes, but not your first point earlier , certain ty of being caught. Let me try to make a brief comparison to our traffic 

laws, and I would be happy  to make a statement  to the committee’s other studies tha t I have talked about and have inc luded here today 
and I would have, in fact, had a more complete statement but I was ** plann ing on being in Washing ton today of  all things, for some other matters, but I am glad tha t I can be here. Certa inty  of punishment, I mean bv tha t, tha t when you’re caught, there will be some punishment, and I think it works just as our traffic laws, you’re not sure tha t you’re going to be caught if you run a red light  or if 
you park out here, if someone here has lef t the meter running, you’re not sure tha t you’re going to be caught but the reason you put those coins in the meter and try  to make it out there  or the reason you don’t run that red light is because tha t if you’re caught you know you're going to pay a fine. You’re not sure that you’re 
going to be caught but if you do you’re going to have to pay a fine, you’re going to have to pay a penalty and tha t is clear because, in our traffic laws we really do have mandatory sentences.You can't go to the judge and say, well, I didn’t have a nickel with me and I shouldn’t get the ticket. I think  tha t’s how our laws operate for the greatest extent. T don't think  we can ever say tha t 
we’re going to catch everyone. We can work w ith our police and so forth to try  to  make them more effective, through  education, through 
equipment, things of that sort, but I know we all agree tha t we are never going to eliminate crime tha t way. There  is, though, frank ly, a problem with police morale as there is  in the prosecutor’s staff.

Mr. Conyers. Excuse me for a quick observation. We don't want the record to show that in Detro it there are mandatory sentences for traffic violations. Everyone who gets a ticket here for park ing can appear before the traffic referee with counsel and 4 demand a jury  and present any host of mitigating  circumstances in 
his defense tha t could allow tha t ticket to be vitia ted on a finding of not guilty. As a matt er of fact, some would go as far as to 
suggest tha t talking a policeman or ticket  lady out of a ticket *is not unheard of for this city.

I have seen people argue with the police officers about being ticketed. T have been engaged with that . Unsuccessfully, I may add. but  traffic sentences are not mandatory.
Mr. Hertel. No; I would suggest tha t it ’s almost automatic in many cases, although I have been down to the traffic court for 

tickets. I t’s kind of automatic. You know you’re going to get a fine if you do something, if  you don’t tu rn your taxes in, for instance, or going to get a fine, from the IRS , a very heavy penalty and possibly prison but there is something there that is going to be enforced.
Here we are talking about people tha t are serving no time for a serious offense. I was gett ing to our police morale, prosecutors.
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think of catching someone, being the citizen who was robbed at 
gunpoint , scared to death yon might  lose your life, this has hap 
pened to friends of mine, think of tha t experience of the person is 
finally caught  because we do only catch a very few—maybe a thi rd  
it's estimated—of people tha t commit crimes, then that  person 
is convicted through a lengthy  process, probably, at grea t expense 
to the State and then tha t person serves no sentence. That de
moralizes not only society but the people especially directly in
volved in doing th at work on a daily basis.

• Mr. Conyers. Mr. McClory.
Mr. McClory. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I realize that  you 

want us to move along because we have another witness before 
we recess for the lunch hour, but I do have a few questions for

11 Representative Hertel.
Do you feel this is all tha t should be done ?
Mr. Hertel. No; I.  want to add that mandatory sentences, I 

believe, is the cure-all for problems in our criminal justice system 
across the board but I think we are seeing this grea t problem of 
firearms.

I think  we are not enforcing our laws and I think I have not yet 
seen any law proposed for banning handguns , or whatever, for 
gun control, which has at all dealt effectively with  the  c riminal who 
wants to use a gun in the commission of a crime. So I can’t, a t all, 
endorse any proposal in tha t vein because I have seen none tha t 
would work tha t way.

Mr. McClory. We have in the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firea rms 
Division of the Department of Treasury a gun-tracing operation 
which enables local law enforcement officials to secure information 
as to the ownership of a par ticu lar gun that  is found aft er the 
commission of a crime.

You certainly would not oppose any Federal legislation which 
would help improve th at  operation, which-----

Mr. Hertel. Identifying-----
Mr. McClory. Identi fying the owner.
Mr. H ertel. Certainly, I wouldn’t.

w Mr. McClory. Th at has been used effectively in this limited way
in apprehending  the criminals who have committed crimes with 
tha t par ticu lar gun and even used in connection with  the conviction 
in the tria l against the criminal’s use of that gun. That is in line, 

« I would say, with the kind of legislation tha t you would favor?
Mr. H ertel. Yes; it  is.
Mr. McClory. I t’s directed against the criminal and it should be 

supported by gunowners and nongunowners to help make tha t a 
more effective system, wouldn’t you say?

Mr. Hertel. Yes, Mr. Chairman and Congressman McClory. I 
would say tha t I would be in favor of that and, second, that I 
must admit that I am not aware of all the Federa l legislation 
dealing with firearms now and to what degree it's effective. O f course, 
it’s very important  tha t illegal firearms and the transporting of 
illegal firearms would be something th at is very necessary to improve, 
against, and tha t would be, I ’m sure, Congress’ role.

Mr. McClory. If  we sent to you a copy of a dra ft bill which, 
at least, I ’m trying to formulate, as a mat ter of fact, in concert 

52 -5 57 — 75— pt . 3----- 4
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with our chairman, and others who are interested  in this subject, would you be willing to comment on it and give your suggestions on it in writing?
Mr. H ertel. I would be very happy to. In  fact, it ’s hard for me to comment as to support of it without seeing how it would operate.
Mr. McClory. I would like to say in support of your mandatory sentencing law, which is supported not only at the Federal—in the Federa l Congress by a comparable legislation, apply ing to the Federa l system by Representative Jim  O’Hara, distinguished lawmaker from this area, but also a large  number of other Members of the Congress, as well, so it  does have substan tial support  there.
It  seems to me instead of it having any racism implications, or any economic implications insofar  as whether you are rich or poor, coming before a court, if there is a mandatory requirement to sentence a person uniformly, rich or poor, black or white, it would seem to me that  tha t would be consistent with  equal protection of the  laws, wouldn’t you say?
Mr. Hertel. I would thin k so. It  would have to be then meted out, the sentence, fairly, equally, instead of having  tha t range where the judge could decide upon his own prejudices whether this individua l warranted a long sentence or a short sentence.Mr. McClory. I would like to make this one other comment, tha t is the fact that a person is mandatorily sentenced to prison should not establish tha t he or she is going to become a  hardened criminal, when he or she conies out. As a matter of fact, you have indicated tha t there are other forms of rehabi litation than just  confinement, and I would hope tha t we would tre at this  problem as a question of criminal rehab ilitation more than as the timeworn problem tha t we send somebody to prison, why, they are learning about crime in the prison. They should learn about being law-abiding citizens in  prisons and learn vocations and careers th at don’t involve using a gun.
Mr. II ertel. Yes; seeing tha t problem, though, that we do have a high rate of recidivism, I think it’s important  to address our- w selves to it and say we do have this problem, how can we have more effective programs? I t’s very simple to look a t the 1973 report and see how we could. In  the Jackson prisons there really is no labor for even most of the prisoners to do. So that  they can, you *know, have skills when they come out of prisons.
Mr. McClory. I want to express appreciat ion for  your testimony.It  seems to me it ’s been very worthwhile, practical and realistic and constructive. I congratulate you on the position you’re taking in the Michigan State  Legislature on this broad issue. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. I would like to stay in touch with you. This has been an important occasion, not only for the scope of your testimony, but I think it will give us a chance io get togethe r on a lot of the  questions tha t have been raised. Because time won’t permit, we will have to move on, but your concern, I  think, is one that should be commended and I join Mr. McClory on behalf of  the subcommittee in  thanking you for
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coming here instead of Washington today. Thank you very much, Representative Iler tel.
Mr. He rtel. Thank you very much for the invitation. I would look forward to working with you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of lion . Dennis M. Hertel follows:]

Statement of IIon. Dennis M. IIertel
Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Crime of the House Committee on the Judiciary. I thank  you for your invitation to testify on the issue of amending the Federal firearms laws.
I have been very interes ted and involved in finding the means to discourage people from using guns while committing crimes. House Bill 5073 was recently passed by the Michigan House of Representatives by a vote of 98 to 6. The bill deals with mandatory sentencing for criminals who are in possession of a firearm while committing or attempting to commit a felony. I think  this proposal is the most direct way of deterr ing criminals from carrying firearms.Persons who carry  such a dangerous weapon while they are violating the law have shown, by their  actions and decisions, that they have a gun, tha t they will use it. Further,  they have displayed tha t they have very littl e respect for the law.
1 have also been moved toward this approach because of the Michigan compiled law stati stics  from 1973. In tha t report it is pointed out tha t 24% of the Michigan defendants  who were convicted of armed robbery M.C.L.A. 750.529, spent no time in prison. Further examples from the M.C.L.A. for 1973 are 750.529 (Reath, Firearm W/O Malice) 86% of those convicted spent no time in prison ; 750.82 (FA) 67% of those convicted spent no time in prison;  750.224 (Mfg. or Poss. of Illegal Weapon) 100% of those convicted spent no time in prison; 750.226 (Carry Weapon W/Unlawful Int .) 66% of those convicted spent no time in prison. Although it is not specifically stated  in the M.C.L.A., we can safely assume that many of these crimes involved firearms.
Figures like this must force us to ask whether our present  laws are  working, they certainly cause us to question whether our laws have any teeth in them. Various studies have shown tha t the certainty of punishment, even more important than the length or severity of it, will help determine how effective a deter rent the punishment will be. In my bill, we proposed a two year minimum sentence, with no option for parole or suspension of this sentence. The two years would be in addition to any sentence imposed for the crime itself. This minimum sentence applies to individuals convicted of attempting to commit a crime while in possession of a firearm as well as to those who actually commit the crime. For second offenders the prison term is increased to five years and for subsequent convictions it is increased to ten years.It  is hoped tha t this will work as a deterrent to even attempt ing to commit a crime, but, if not at  least  it  will remove the criminal from the street  for a minimum of two years.
During the testimony on this proposal it was pointed out by law enforcement officials tha t there has been a great increase in the number of people who carry firearms with them when they are breaking the law. They may not necessarily have intentions of using it, but if discovered while committing the crime, they invariably do. This is especially tru e for burglary  and breaking and entering.
The bill specifically includes the word “possession”. This word was chosen because it is difficult to define “using” under the law. A person either  has or does not have a firearm in possession.As stated  earlier, the bill state s tha t the mandatory  sentence applies to individuals who even attem pt to commit a crime while in possession of a firearm. This was included to deal with the problems that have emerged in the courts related  to plea bargaining.
It  is believed tha t this approach would be a dete rren t to people who make the choice of using a firearm during the commission of a crime. For tha t reason the following people and /or  groups have endorsed this  specific bill or the concept of mandatory sentencing:
The Michigan Law Enforcement Legislative Committee.Governor Milliken.



Wayne County Pros ecutor Cahalan.
Oakland County Prosecutor Patt erson.
Macomb County Prosecutor P arr is.
The  D etro it Fre e Press.
WXYZ-TV
WW J-TV
WJBK-TV
WJR-AM Radio.
WDRQ-FM Radio.
Michigan Police Officers Association.
Detro it Police Officers Association.
Michigan Sheri ff's Associat ion.
Michigan  Sta te Police.
Michigan United Conservation Clubs.
National Rifle Association.
Mayor Young.
UAW-CAP.
The Michigan Dep artm ent  of Correc tions is the only group  that  has advised me th at  they are opposed to thi s bill. They based their  objection solely on the  cost fac tors th at  would be involved. While I am very supportive  and  involved with prison reform, I believe th at  people who use guns to thr eaten  or harm their  fellow citizens should  be removed for a time  from society. The House of Representatives,  in thei r stro ng vote of approva l for thi s bill, have made it  clear to the  crim inal  th at  they  are not going to tell him th at  the  Sta te does not  have the  money to stop him from causing more harm and threats to citizens.
It  is impossible to est imate  what kind  of effect a law  such as th is may have. No one knows how many people will be deterre d from comm itting  a crime w ith a gun or be convic ted for  doing so.
I am hopeful  th at  the  Michigan  Sena te will approve thi s bill. The  Governor has  indicated his supp ort for  the  concept of thi s legis lation in his Sta te of the  Sta te address. In addition , I have  learned  th at  Congressman Jam es G. O’Hara (D-Mt. Clemens) has  introduced a sim ilar bill in Congress th is  session. I cer tain ly wa nt to voice my strong suppor t of Congressman O'Ha ra’s efforts  and  feel th at  thi s direct  approach to the  ever-growing crime problem th at  we have  thro ugh out  the  coun try should be tried  and  evalu ated.

[House Bill No. 5073]
(Int roduce d by Reps. Her tel, McCollough, Rosenbaum, Anderson, DiNello and Cushingberry and referred to the Committee on J udiciary )

A BILL To amend  Act No. 328 of the Public Acts of 1931. ent itled “The Michigan  penal code,” as amended,  being sections 750.1 to 750.568 of the Compiled Laws of 1970, by adding section 227b.
T he  P eople of th e State of Michigan E nact :

Section 1. Act No. 328 of the Public Acts of 1931, as amended,  being sections 750.1 to 750.568 of the  Compiled Laws of 1970, is amended by adding section  227b to read a s fol low s:
Sec. 227b. (1) A person  who car ries or has in his possession  a firearm at  the  time he commits or att empts  to commit  a felony, except the  viola tion of section 227, is guil ty of a felony, and  shal l be impr isoned for  not  less tha n 2 years. Upon a second conviction under thi s section, the  person shall be imprisoned for not  less tha n 5 years . Upon a third  or subsequent conviction und er this section, the person shall be imprisoned for  no t less tha n 10 years.(2) The term  of impr isonment prescribed by thi s section sha ll be in add ition  to the  sentence imposed for  the  conviction of the  felony or the  att em pt to commit the felony, and  sha ll be served consecutively  with any term  of imprisonment imposed for  the conviction of the  felony or att em pt to commit the  felony.
(3) The term  of impr isonm ent imposed und er thi s section shal l not  he suspended. The person subject to the  sentence man dated by th is section shall  no t be eligible for pardon, parole, or probation during the  mandato ry term imposed pursuant  to subsection (1) .
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Mr. Conyers. Our final witness before the luncheon recess is the 
executive director of the Michigan United Conservation Clubs, 
Inc., Mr. Thomas L. Washington. We welcome you as our next 
witness.

We apprec iate prep aring your statement in advance for the 
subcommittee. We will incorporate it into the record and note 
tha t the Michigan United Conservation Clubs has over 100,0 00 
members, is connected with the National Wildli fe Federa tion, and 
tha t Mr. Washington is full time and has 20 full-time staff members 
working with him at the organization's headquarters in Lansing, 
Mich.

With  tha t introduction, sir, you can tell us a litt le bit more 
about your organization and then get directly into your statement  
before the subcommittee.

Mr. McClory. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would yield just 
for a question, the question is this, in the event we are not able to 
finish with Mr. Washington before the recess would it  not be 
possible for him to come back after the noon recess? I would like 
him to have the  time to conclude.,

Mr. Conyers. Let's  see how our time works out.
Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF THOMAS L. WASHINGTON. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
MICHIGAN UNITED CONSERVATION CLUBS

Air. Washington. Thank you, Air. Chairman and members of 
the committee. As representatives of the largest State conservation 
organizat ion in the United States, we are indeed pleased to be 
here. Often times we hear persons ask what business does a conserva
tion organiza tion have mingling in the question of gun control and 
crime prevention, and in the conclusion of our prepa red testimony, 
we attempt to address some of those questions.

AVe would like to read some from our prepa red testimony and 
elaborate on cer tain par ts of it, if we may.

The continuing intensive drive to disarm gun owners has great 
M cosmetic appeal to people unfamiliar with the  causes of crime.

Closer scrutiny of the issue, however, makes it abundantly  clear 
tha t additional restrict ive gun control measures would comprise only 
superficial treatm ent of a symptom, not the cause of violent crime. 

4 Extensive and thorough examination of the homicide problem
in Detroi t, for example, shows tha t unemployment, underemploy
ment, lack of adequate housing and education and recreationa l 
opportun ities are the cause of most violent crime, including crimes 
involving firearms.

Instead of addressing  ourselves to the treatment of these root 
causes of violent crime, we find ourselves too often answering 
those who devote thei r attention to the manifestation  of deep- 
seated problems.

AVe respectfu lly urge Congress to focus on the causes of violent 
crime and stop harass ing law abiding  gun owners. If  new crime 
prevention laws must be enacted, we firmly believe they should 
take the form of mandatory penalties for those convicted of crimes
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while possessing firearms or dangerous weapons. Representative Ile rte l has just  addressed himself to that question.We are concerned about the confiscatory aspects of some gun control proposals and fervently hope tha t our Federal representatives will thoughtfu lly consider the implications of laws tha t would confiscate priva te property. Ju st in the last year in Michigan alone we have seen a couple of pieces of legislation introduced  which would confiscate all handguns if they would have been passed. We have also had an attempt  at a referendum, at securing enough wsignatures to force a referendum which would do substantially the same th ing, only in tha t par ticu lar referendum the language would have required the Sta te to purchase handguns, but nevertheless, to take them away from all citizens. 
jAnd while the antigun lobby often tells firearms owners tha t handguns are the major  concern, tha t we have no reason to believe our rifles and shotguns are in jeopardy, we recall only too well th at during the Dodd hearings  in the late sixties we were told our concern over confiscation of our firearms was unwarranted. Today it appears  to be real.

Ju st this Satu rday  I had the privilege of attend ing a meeting sponsored by the Detroit Urban League in which a Detroit police officer indica ted tha t long guns have now surpassed knives on the list of instruments being used for violent crime and second to handguns. He also talked in detail about sawed off shotguns and altered rifles and shotguns of one kind or another, and I remind you tha t, to saw off a shotgun, one first has to have a long gun to
Most crimes committed with firearms are perpetrated as a result of socio-economic conditions, not possession of firearms by law- abiding citizens. I would like to emphasize there is gun control and there has been gun control for decades. Since 1927 in our State. There  are more than  22,000 gun control laws in the United  States. We support most of them, State and local gun control laws, as well as Federal. We urge the courts and prosecutors to support them, to use them as deterrents and punishment. Why consider addi tional gun control restrictions when present laws are not being <fully utilized? We wonder why proponents of additional gun laws are not as committed as 'we are in seeking fulle r court use of existing laws.
The courts and prosecutors should first use the laws on the jbooks and, if these are not adequate, they should be strengthened by adding mandatory penalties. The Michigan Uni ted Conservation Clubs has been one o f the strong  supporters of Representative Ile rte l’s bills and of other  simila r bills which have been in troduced in the Michigan Legislature. We curiously noted that there  was not one representative of the anti-gun faction present at the Judicia ry Subcommittee and committee hearings in the Michigan Legislature on any of these bills.
Illegal possession of firearms has to be proved. Illi cit  firearms are not brandished until  they are used and, at that point, it is too late to save potential victims.
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The Supreme Court lias justifiably taken from law enforcement 
right of indiscriminate  search and seizure. If  you recommend con
fiscation of handguns , do you also intend to recommend the means 
whereby illicit  firearms can be taken from persons and the ir 
homes ?

There is an estimated 35-40 million handguns  in private hands  
nationally, several million of them are in Michigan. About D/2 million, to answer your ealier question, Mr. Mann, have been 
registered with the Michigan State police, yet there are reportedly 
about a hal f million illegally owned handguns in Detroit, alone. 
A thriving black market exists on handguns in this city. Our 
Michigan law requires the purchaser to secure a police permit 

t  and to registe r the gun with  the police.
The lates t Justic e Department figures show 17 percent increase 

in crime, serious crime, in 1974, it ’s the larges t increase since 1960, 
an increase attributed, in the words of Attorney General Levi, to 
a dismal and trag ic failure on the pa rt of our present system of 
criminal justice. Despite his statement, more a ttention is focused on 
gun control than on the total use of our system of criminal 
justice.

He also said the statistic s were predictable because of the rise 
in unemployment, and he added tha t in many areas of the country 
only a small percentage of those arrested for a felony are con
victed. He said that one of the causes of crime is the failure to 
move quickly and effectively to detect and punish offenders. Once 
again, the certainty of punishment being paramount.

We urge you to consider recommending the use of existing laws, 
as well as urging more prudence in the paroling of persons 
convicted in the commission of violent crimes. No paroles for 
dangerous felons. If  we need more prisons, let’s build them. Our 
country has spent billions of dollars for less necessary reasons. 
Additionally, I don’t thin k we really need more prisons if we had 
the mandatory penalt ies because strong deterrents, certa inty  of 
punishment, in our judgment, would reduce crime. There is an early 
indication, but frankly,  it ’s too early to tell, but manda tory penalty 
has been reported, at least, to show th at  guns are not as evident in 
certain kinds of arres ts and raids  made by the Boston Police 
Department in the first 2 months of its enactment.

There is a mandatory penalty  for robbery in Boston and the 
4 effect of this deterrent  should be evident.

The misuse of firearms is a symptom of a complex problem, and 
addressing ourselves to the symptoms will delay efforts to treat 
the cause. So society’s efforts, time, and money, would be spent 
best if directed toward  correcting the ills, the causes of crime. If  
there were more jobs, better education, bette r housing, better rec
reational opportunities, there would be less gun crime.

If  we want to restore man’s digni ty, lets put him back to work, 
which tha t would help. The Library  of Congress study prepared  
for Senator Quinton Burdick found tha t as unemployment rises, 
so does the number of new prison admissions; as it  falls, the 
number of prison admissions drops. The study points out tha t 
unemployment could pose a star k choice in economic terms for
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those who are on the borderline of acceptable social action and 
must find alterna tive means of support. A lack of education and 
lack of job opportuni ty leads to the helplessness tha t too often 
results in gun crimes. Consider one of the findings in the paper 
entitled “Comprehensive Analysis of Conflict-Motivated Homicides 
in Detroi t.” You will hear more about that, I ’m sure, tomorrow.
It’s a lengthy study made from the record of Detro it homicides.
It  finds tha t more than  one-half of the perpetrato rs of conflict- 
motivated homicides and more than half  of the ir victims had not „ 
even the benefit of a high school education. Some 41 percent of 
the perpe trators and 38.6 percent of the victims were unemployed.
Very l ittle difference in education and unemployment.

The study found tha t unemployment, underemployment, and 
inadequate education were the most im portan t factors to be tre ated  
if the number of homicides were to be diminished. One m ight say 
more jobs means less homicides. Homicides committed with fire
arms comprise primarily  an urban problem caused by substandard 
conditions to which urban residents are too often subjected.

Detroi t, for example, had more than  double the homicides within  
the city’s corporate limits than  all other communities in the State 
combined with about an 8 to 1 population differential, I might  
add. People in the suburbs and outsta te own guns also. They 
don’t however, settle their differences as often by using them.

The Gallup Poll, which was mentioned earlier this morning by 
Mr. McClory, I think,  pointed out tha t there are more guns in 
small communities than  there are in urban communities per capita.
A recent FB I annual crime report found tha t Livonia, one of our 
Detroit suburbs, was the safest large city in the Nation for cities 
of 100,000 population.

Let's not try  to harass law abiding gun owners because au thoriti es 
have failed to deal effectively with the problems of  the cities. L et’s 
stop using gun control proposals to divert attention urgent ly needed 
to uncover and trea t the root causes of homicides and other crime.

Restrictive gun control measures could very easily inhibit  hunting 
and such an inhibit ion would be destructive to our country’s most 
productive wildlife conservation programs. «

If  you take away guns, you will also take away hunting. Without 
hunting, who would provide the millions of dollars now contributed 
annually to perpetuate wildlife population and provide this form 
of recreation fo r over 20 million Americans?

The $1.8 billion resulting from the sale of hunting  licenses in 
the past 50 years has been responsible for making our system of 
wildlife management the best and most successful in the world.

The 11-percent excise tax on the sale of  firearms and ammunition 
and archery supplies has contributed  another $600 million for wild
life restoration programs and I might add the  purchase o f more than 
3 million acres of wildlife habita t. Although hunted  species are 
the prime recipients of these expenditures, birds and animals that 
are not hunted also benefit from the hunters’ money.

If  guns are taken away, conservation and wildlife will suffer 
and the root causes of crime will still go untreated and violence 
will flourish.
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I nder the Pittman-Robertson Act the 11 percent Federal excise 
tax on the sale of firearms and ammunition, including handguns, 
Michigan will receive $1^  million this year. About $750,000 of 
these Federal moneys are spent on wildlife  hab itat  purchase, with 
most- of the remainder  going toward wildlife research projects and 
habi tat development.

Mr. Chairman, 1 would stop there and hopeful ly provide an 
adequate amount of time for the questions.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much.
* our statement raises, in my mind, a grea t number of questions.

I would like to begin by ident ifying , you know, who is what? Do 
you live in Detroit?

Air. Washington. I was born and raised in Detroit and in one 
of the suburbs. I now reside in Lansing and have since 1968.

Mr. Conyers. II ow many years have you lived in Detroit?
Mr. Washington. I lived in Detroit for  over 30 years, in Detroit 

and its  suburbs. I was born on the west side.
Mr. Conyers. I would like to just—I  don’t want to belabor 

this, but Fm try ing  to find out how many of your members, of 
the 100,000 in the State of Michigan, live in the Detroit area, not 
suburban?

Mr. Washington. In  the city of Detro it? Within the corporate 
limits?

Mr. Conyers. Yes.
Mr. Washington. I can 't answer tha t for sure. We have several 

affiliated clubs in the—with in the corporate limits of the city, in
cluding one as close as Kirby.

Mr. Conyers. The point is, how small a percentage is it? Tha t 
is what  I'm struggling with.

Mr. Washington. I would say within the city limits of Detroi t, 
probably close to a qua rter  of our membership. I t’s over 60,000 in 
southeastern Michigan. I know tha t for a fact, in the tricounty 
area, so I would assume, given the popula tion levels as they are, 
it may be as high as a quarter .

Mr. Conyers. Well, you’re resisting the point  that I ’m try ing  
to find out, or maybe you don’t understand it clearly. I was 

* tryi ng to distinguish the metropolitan area from the actual city 
area because, as you know, as soon as you cross the city lines, 
you're in a completely different kind of situat ion in terms of 

□ homicide and in terms of-----
Mr. Washington. We are completely aware of that, Mr. Cha ir

man.
Mr. Conyers. Tha t is why I want to try  to identify the Detroit 

membership as opposed to the metropolitan membership. If  you 
can do that , subsequently to this, I would like to incorporate  it into 
your testimony here today.

Mr. Washington. Be happy  to do tha t for you.
Mr. Conyers. But I am glad to know tha t you are a former 

Detro iter and you started off here and you presumably have some 
identification and sympathy with the problems that are uniquely a 
big city’s problems. I want to compliment you because you have 
said something tha t previously hasn 't been articulated as fully.
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A on said on page 1 and again on page 5, “i f there were more jobs, 
better education, better housing, and better recreational opportuni
ties, there would be less gun crimes. Let’s restore the digni ty of 
man, let’s help him get back to work.” Well, you have put  your 
finger, in my judgment , sir, on this bigger question tha n gun 
regulation  and gun laws and restrictions and registering and 
licensing. I commend you without reservation for ident ifying the 
problem.

Mr. Washington. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. Now, would it be unfair  of me to ask what you * 

and your organization are doing in those areas in terms of helping  
us? All the legislators tha t you see here don’t walk around day 
and night  working on the gun laws. This  is one small pa rt of our * 
job. Can von talk to me a  little  bit about that?

Mr. Washington. Air. Chairman, we have a few suggestions 
that  we would like to make along tha t line. Fi rst  of all, we have 
a grea t concern tha t the Congress do something with the nationa l 
welfare and unemployment practices, to insure tha t able-bodied 
people, in fact, be put  to work and tha t they will feel a pa rt of 
the community, a pa rt of being needed, a pa rt of earning what  they  
receive from whatever governmental entity  may be handing it  out.
We are concerned tha t—we feel tha t perhaps Government has said 
tha t it ’s easier for us to prepare a check weekly, whatever  it  may 
be, and to keep these people off our back and get them out of the 
way, in this manner. We don’t pretend to have the answers. We 
suggest tha t perhaps a retu rn to public work projects may be 
helpful. We think tha t in tha t area, tha t we may be able to help 
alleviate sonic of the other problems, the recreational  opportuni ty 
being one of them, tha t people might earn the ir money, able-bodied 
people might, earn it, and one of the areas they might earn it in 
is in the construction and preparation of recreationa l opportunities  
for their  fellowman.

We also are concerned about the proliferation of firearms, of 
handguns, in part icular, and we are concerned about them getting 
into the hands of people who have little  or no knowledge of thei r 
function  or use. We have hesitat ingly thought of urgin g the intro
duction, and I say this with grea t hesitation, frank ly, of some kind 
of handgun proficiency requirement, before a person would be able 
to obtain a handgun. We have supported the Michigan regis tration 
laws and we are now thinking  along these lines because we are not a 
a group which, indiscriminately, urges persons on to purchase 
handguns  for self-defense purposes. We believe t ha t they are only 
useful in the hands of one who is t rained to use them. So we are not 
a mil itant organiza tion in  that area.

We are concerned, frankly,  Mr. Chairman, with  the deeper prob
lem. We think tha t failu re to address ourselves to that problem has 
brought all th is about.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I  think you’re righ t, and I  agree w ith you, as 
I said earlier. What I ’m trying to learn though, is tha t—is there 
a record of your organization at the State or national level testi 
fying in support of public jobs. A $5 billion bill was vetoed by the 
President and the veto was sustained again only last week in the
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House of Representatives. Did you testify  for that? Do you have a 
record of testi fying  before the State or former legislatures?

Mr. Washington. Yes; we have attempted to introduce that kind 
of legislation by our interorganizationa l resolution process and 
then on to our State legislature. Legislation tha t would call for  em
ployment of persons on the unemployment rolls, able-bodied people 
on welfare rolls, even of some prisoners, and, to be perfectly 
honest with you, it has been repeatedly rejected by the authorities  
from the State  agencies, and so for th, as saying tha t i t’s unworkable

* and, furtherm ore, it ’s unthinkable, tha t o f and in itself is degrading 
to mankind, to expect him to go to work planting trees, for 
instance, or bordering roads, or something or a playground.

Mr. Conyers. Of course, you’re coming off of a little  bit different 
question. The emergency jobs and the public service jobs aren ’t 
aimed at people earning the ir keep on welfare, they’re aimed with 
trying to keep them off welfare in the first place?

Air. Washington. Yes.
Air. Conyers. We’re not worried. AVe need some employment for 

people tha t work in the automobile industry here in Michigan 
which, to the tune of 24 percent, are unemployed. AVe can’t tell a 
fellow to plan t trees while he is on unemployment compensation, 
tha t isn’t speaking to the same subject tha t I ’m concerned about. 
AVhat about in the areas of housing? Are there any resolutions or 
any testimony that has been made by you to a State or Fede ral 
agency ?

Air. AVashengton. Not tha t I am aware of, sir, no.
Air. Conyers. Educa tion?
Air. AVashington. In  the area of firearms and environmental 

education in the State legislature and we were the movers and author 
of the firearms safety  legislation  in Alichigan, as well as about 90 
percent of the instructors are members of ours.

Air. Conyers. AAThen you used, education in your testimony, did 
you mean academic education and skilled trades type education?

Air. AA7ashington. Total  education, right .
Air. Conyers. AA7ell, let me encourage you. I t seems there may 

w not be as much emphasis on this as, perhaps, maybe you would
want. I presume your organization is a democratic one and th at there  
are mixed views among your members, tha t they are not monolithic 
on any of these questions that we are discussing here today. But

• I would urge tha t your organiza tion join me in the areas that 
you have mentioned, which many of our members on the committee 
spent a great deal more time dealing with than the question of gun 
legislation, although this is our specific responsibility. The mayor 
of the city of Detroit, we have met in AAhashington with him time 
and time again, about the economic problems.

Now, let me tur n to jus t one other question. Have you heard 
any Alember of the Congress, and, more specifically, of this sub
committee, ever urge or support any legislation that  would in 
any way impede upon the rights of sportsmen, specifically, hunters?

It  seems tha t in your statement you made a very frank argument 
against  any gun control legislation on the basis that hunte rs are 
somehow going to be restricted and then you went on to make a
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case, for hunting. Ts there somewhere tha t you have gleaned tlie notion tha t we are about to restric t the right s of hunters? And if so. T would like to know which Member has been involved in this  activity  because all of the 50 bills that I and our staff have examined are all to the letter, no matte r which way they go, and, believe me, they go all over the lot. Nobody has ever suggested tha t sportsmen, specifically hunters, be restricted in thei r recreational activities at all.

Mr. Washington. I guess, Mr. Chairman, our fear  is one which is of mistrust. I hate to put  it, couch it in those words, but we believe *tha t the first step will take us down the long mile, and we think  there are indications  to tha t effect. We thin k tha t there have been pronouncements bv Members of the Congress against  firearms. There has been strong  movement by certain Members of the Congress for total registra tion. We, frank ly, have a fear  of the Federal Government knowing where all of the firearms are.Mr. Conyers. You don't want the Federal  Government to know who in this country owns firearms of any kind?
Mr. Washington. Who owns all of the firearms, I said, and I believe-----
Mr. Conyers. I)o you want them to know who owns any of the firearms?
Mr. 'Washington. Ideally, I  would say no.
Mr. Conyers. Well, do you think tha t there is any way that we can get a handle on the problem of crime and the employment of handguns in tha t frame of reference i f we don’t have any knowledge of the traffic in firearms?
Mr. Washington. You already have those laws, sir. You already know who manufactures the firearms, you already know where they are sent. There are Federa l laws dealing with who purchased handguns, who may sell handguns. The firearms dealers are all held in under the Federal law. We are concerned, as I  stated  in our prepared remarks, back in 1968, the  la te Senator Dodd was assur ing us over and over again tha t registration was his concern, and the concern of the committee. Now we find many, many laws, many actions taken would lend themselves to confiscation. We agree and wwe hear many statements  made tha t sport ing arms are not the concern of the Members of the Congress today; however, just  this morning I noted Mr. McClory said long guns and then he qualified and said at th is time. ANow, perhaps you may think tha t we are parano id and maybe we are, but we think there is some cause to be tha t way. I said tha t the Detro it Police Department is now—appears to be extremely concerned with the increase in violent crime done with the commission of a long gun in possession.
Mr. Conyers. Well, don’t sportsmen who buy ammunition, have to identify themselves when they buy it?
Mr. Washington. No.
Mr. C onyers. Do you have any objection to the provision in the 1968 Gun Law tha t requires people who are purchasing certain ammunition to identify  themselves?
Mr. Washington. Yes; definitely. I  am a law abiding-----
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Mr. Conyers. Ju st a minute, I ask tha t question of the witness.
I presume tha t everybody in this room has an opinion on it but 
we’re not seeking to elicit it at th is moment.

In other words, then, if we know who the manufacturers are, 
tha t we should be satisfied to stop there in terms of how they are 
producing the guns, and the fact tha t there may be a build up in 
the city of Detroit  should be of no concern to us as the murde r 
rate escalates year  after year ?

w Mr. Washington. Mr. Chairman, it absolutely should be a concern
of yours, however, the presence of the firearms, I think, has been 
indicated time and time again as not sufficient to commit the crime. 
There must, of necessity, be a perpetrator  and tha t perpetrator,

* more often than  not, comes from a certain class tha t we believe
we arc not dealing with, and tha t is the whole thrust of our test i
mony and tha t no matter how strict you seek to write laws and, 
if, in fact, you do write them, you will still find grea t difficulty 
in cleaning up and clearing up this proliferation.

Think  of the magnitude, the magni tude of 200 million firearms in  
the continental United States, or 40 million handguns.

M r. Conyers. That is exactly what has brought us to Detroit. 
Air. Washington. OK.
Mr. Conyers. We have been th inking about it. Not only that , we 

have been worrying about it and, beyond being worried about it. 
we are frightened about it and, beyond those three things, we are 
tryin g to, in a reasonable way, consider some things to do about it. 
Now, you, yourself, support the mandatory sentences of people who 
are caught afte r the fact  committing a crime with handguns. Would 
it not be possible for  us to elicit your support in doing something 
with people committing,  attem pting to commit crimes who get hand
guns before the commission? Would tha t be offensive to you?

Mr. Washington. If  I thought there were a solution to tha t, 
I would agree with you. However, I think that , once again, we are 
avoiding the main thru st of the problem. There is a relative insig
nificant number of these firearms which are involved in violent 
crime. Now, it seems to us tha t we ought  to be able to focus on tha t 

* area of misuse and tha t is what we are attem pting to do. I admit
tha t we are infan tile in our approach to the social problems, this 
is a new area for us, we have just  begun to address ourselves to it, 
and we hope to be able to work with Members of the Congress, 

•* such as yourself, towards what we consider to be the end result
of the violent crime problem.

Mr. Conyers. Let me pause for jus t a moment in an informal 
recess to discuss with my colleagues whether we should more 
appropriate ly suspend our proceedings and then sta rt back with 
you afte r the luncheon hour. You have made it clear tha t you are 
available and we would appreciate that.

[Shor t recess.]
Mr. Conyers. It  seems to me, under these circumstances, we 

should take a luncheon recess and return at 1 :30 p.m., if this  is all 
righ t with you. We will make it 1 :45, to get the full benefit of the 
lunch hour.

Mr. Washington. Than k you.
Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee stands in recess.
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AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. McClory. Do you thin k tha t a training program for those who do purchase a handgun would be an appropr iate  limitat ion on the purchase and possession of a handgun?
Mr. Washington. Fir st of all, let me note tha t even with the expensive training tha t police officers do and should receive, amazingly enough, and sometimes even t ragically we find them involved in firearms accidents. Contrarily,  firearms accidents are really low on the scale of accidental death and injury . *We have felt tha t perhaps, and I, once again, I say perhaps, pistol train ing, pistol proficiency requirements may be a method of stopping the headlong run for the purchase of handguns. People have to—often times, the word passion has  been used, I don’t think it's  quite tha t bad yet, people aren’t going out and passionately buying or in heats of passion buying handguns, however, we note that  every time we have a major incident, crime rises, statistic s come out, some of the racial conflicts we have, we see them running out and purchasing handguns. Probab ly more often than  not they don’t know how to use them, care for them, store them, handle them, et cetera. So it may provide a means of, at least, acquainting them with the handgun, itself, with the effects tha t the handgun can create and make them hesitate a moment before running headlong out to just purchase a firearm.
Mr. McClory. You made one statement  which concerned me. You indicated in your statement tha t I had almost let slip tha t I was interested  in some kind of restriction or some kind of limitation, some kind of confiscation, or something, of long guns, rifles, and shotguns, and what I would like to emphasize, for your benefit, and for the benefit of those tha t heard your statement, tha t I have never supported any legislation which relates to long guns, at all.The legislation tha t I have consistently supported since 1968 relates solely to the subject of handguns. My interest in the regist ration  of handguns is directed toward the identification of a gun tha t is used in connection with the commission of a crime. You ind icated yourself an interes t in apprehending  the criminal and the conviction of „the criminal for the misuse of the handgun and there is a substan tial capability  at the present time which enables us to ascertain the owner of a handgun, which is used in connection with crime. As a matt er of fact, we do have, in the possession of the <manufac turers, and in the hands of the jobbers and distr ibutors and dealers, complete reg istration of all of the owners, the legitimate  owners or the purchasers of handguns from the licensed dealers, do we not? Those records are kept permanently with the dealer.Now, I don't care what it ’s called, whether it’s called registration or not, but something tha t would enable us more readily to ascertain  who the last purchaser  of the handgun was, would certainly be in the direction of apprehending the criminal misuse of the handgun, wouldn’t you think ?

Mr. W ashington. Xo, sir, I do not. T hasten to add tha t in those countries where reg istrat ion has been a factor, it has almost, without failure , lead to the total confiscation of firearms, and you may
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suggest tha t it might be an imagined fear, however, we feel tha t 
it ’s a real fear  tha t the same thing could happen here. So we are 
concerned.

At least I fail to see how, knowing—with some exception, how, 
knowing who has a firearm, can lead to the apprehension of a 
criminal. I t’s our purpose, throu gh our testimony and within  our 
organization, to try  and get at the root cause of the crime, and, 
once again, we do not believe th at to be the existence of the firearm.

Mr. McClory. Let me inform you tha t at the present time the 
Division of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firea rms receives, I believe, 
in the neighborhood of 30 to 33 thousand inquiries per year, and 
of those inquiries tha t are made, I believe about 90 percent of the

* inquiries are successfully responded to. In other words, we do 
ascertain who the last owner of the firearm was.

Mr. Washington. That may be true.
Mr. McClory. Now, they ran a survey to determine to what 

effect tha t—what effect tha t had with respect to the apprehension 
and conviction of criminals, and it was—the result of the ir inquiry 
was tha t in, I believe, 60 or 70 percent of the cases it aided in 
the apprehension of the criminal, and in 40 percent of the cases, it 
assisted in the conviction of the criminal.

Now, what I ’m saying  is this, I don’t care whether  you call 
it registra tion, and I don’t care whether the regis tration is at the 
State or local level, or whatever it happens to be, but anything tha t 
would improve tha t capabi lity would seem to me to be something 
which gunowners, law-abiding gunowners and law-abiding nongun- 
owners would want to support.

Mr. Washington. Idealistical ly, Mr. McClory, you are correct. 
Unfor tunately, we, as a group of citizens, and a large group of 
citizens, just don’t believe it  would stop there. If  the system is work
ing so well, I respectfully ask the question why is the crime rate 
continuing to skyrocket? I just don' t see tha t as the answer. I t’s 
much deeper tha n that.

Mr. McClory. Has the recent Gallup Poll come to your attention?
Mr. W ashington. Yes, sir.

w Mr. McClory. Do you find fau lt with the results tha t that does
not—would you contend that tha t does not contain or represent 
the public opinion with  regard to handgun registration?

Mr. Washington. I think t hat  probably the poll is f airly accurate.
* However, we had three public opinion referendums in Michigan 

on the 18-year-old vote and still the law went the other  way. I 
mean, in our State legislature, I am not talk ing about the Federa l 
law. The same poll points out tha t handguns are in great pro
lifera tion amongst the outlying communities and so for th and it 
should once again lead us to recognize the fact  that , as Mayor 
Young pointed out this morning, we need some help in the cities, 
we need some help where the real hard core problem is, and this 
is what we are striv ing and hope to work toward as an organization. 
To use an old cliche, let’s get it off our back. Because, as a con
servation organization, frankly, we are having to devote too much 
of our time to fighting  this issue, to fighting those that would 
seek to take away our rights to priva tely possess firearms. We 
are concerned about it.
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Mr. McClory. I haven't-----
Mr. Washington”. I am not going to finger yon.
Mr. McClory. I haven’t introduced any legislation which would 

deprive any law-abiding citizen of the opportunity to own a firearm, 
except with respect to the Satu rday  nigh t special. Tha t has been 
prohibited since 1968 insofar as its impor tation  is concerned. I)o you have any fault to find with that?

Mr. Washington. The only thing I would say to that,  Mr. Mc
Clory, is tha t I have not seen an adequate definition of a Saturday 
night, special and I would caution the committee to be cognizant 
of the needs of some of the persons who cannot afford extremely 
high priced firearms. There are, in fact—there  are, in fact, good 
usable firearms which cost relatively a small amount of money.

Mr. McCi AIRY. The re is nothing in the law tha t says anyth ing about cost.
Mr. W ashington. T don't know what law defines a Satu rday  night, special. I will have to beg ignorance on tha t.
Mr. McClory. The 1968 law provides tha t no dealer or manu

factu rer shall import a handgun which is a nonsporting weapon.
Mr. 'Washington. How does one define that?
Mr. McCi airy. They have defined it  through registrat ion. Now, 

as far  as I know, even the—even the NIIA, I don't believe, is 
opposing the existing law with regard to the importation of Satu rday  
night specials. The question th at arises with me is this, since the law 
does not prohibit the importa tion of the par ts from which the 
local manufacturer s, or others, assemble Satu rday  night specials, 
it seems to me th at tha t is a loophole in the law tha t we should try  to close up.

Mr. Washington. That  may he. I don't have a personal position 
nor do we have a formal position on that par ticu lar facet of the 1968 Gun Control Act.

Mr. McClory. Would you agree tha t if it ’s against  the law to 
import a weapon because it's not a sports weapon, tha t we should, 
nevertheless, permit a domestic manufac turer to domestically market tha t same weapon ?

Mr. Washington. Of course. Fir st of all, I find great difficulty in defining what is or is not a spoi ling weapon.
Second, I happen to believe tha t in the hands of a competent 

user, a handgun can, in fact, be a definite personal defense item 
as well as, and this is difficult to prove and probably never be proved, a potential deterrent to crime.

I recall awhile back, a number of years back, when I was still 
a resident of the city, tha t the city conducted, or that the grocers 
conducted, under  Mr. Shamie, I believe, at the time, a campaign 
to teach grocers and small businessmen how to handle and use 
handguns proficiently, and at tha t time there was a marked decrease 
in armed robbery and things of that nature , and we advocate 
these kinds of things but only in the hands of a person who is proficient.

Mr. McClory. You a re not supporting  the position of all weapons 
which would be used in connection with self-defense? You are not 
suggesting tha t we should expand the authority  with regard to 
sawed-off* shotguns or machineguns or anything  like that?
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Mr. Washington. No; not hard ly.
Mr. McClory. So tha t you are only suppo rting a sport ing 

weapon, are you not? Isn 't tha t the position of your organization? It  
only relates to shotguns and rifles and pistols and revolvers tha t 
have a sporting use, isn't  th at right?

Mr. Washington. No. You’re limit ing it. Our organiza tion also 
supports strongly  the Consti tution of the United States  and con
stitu tion of the State of Michigan. I do not wish to get into the 
constitu tional question, it ’s one which has not been decided by the

* courts, perhaps never will be decided by the courts. However, we 
are here, as citizens and residents of this State, and in dealing 
with the Michigan constitution, tha t we do have tha t constitu tional 
righ t to priva tely possess firearms, including what you’re terming

* the so-called Satu rday  night special, which the Congress has yet to 
identi fy legally and, in fact, there are bills before the Congress 
attem pting  to identify Saturday  night specials; are there  not?

Mr. McClory. You are not familiar  with the regulat ion of the 
Department of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, which sets for th 
the definition?

Air. Washington. Would you relate the specific regulation?
Mr. McClory. I t’s a complicated definition but it ’s contained in 

the regula tion; yes. That is the basis upon which they prohibit the 
importa tion, but you’re not fami liar with that?

Mr. Washington. Well, I  am familiar  with  that law that prohib its 
the importat ion of these kinds of firearms, yes, and I recognize 
tha t part s are still imported and assembled here, but I don’t know’ 
how tha t is germane to—perhaps I am not understanding you.

Mr. McClory. Well, I just want  to know i f the regulation which 
prohibi ts the impor tation of a weapon, because it has no sport ing 
qualities, should, nevertheless, be permitted to be marketed because 
it ’s assembled from imported par ts and from a domestically man
ufactured item?

Mr. Washington. I repeat tha t I would not want to state 
a position on tha t until  having had time to look at the piece of 
legislation tha t would tend to alter that law.

Mr. McClory. Would you communicate your position on tha t 
* subject ?

Mr. Washington. Absolutely.
Mr. McClory. I yield back.
Mr. Conyers. I recognize at this time the gentleman from South 

Carolina, Mr. Mann.
Mr. Mann. Than k you, Air. Chairman.
You have put grea t emphasis on the need to attend  to all of the 

problems of law’ enforcement rath er than  to just  pick on guns. 
Among other things, you say we respectful ly urge Congress to 
reflect on the causes of violent crime and stop harass ing law-abiding 
gunowners. AVhat would you suggest that the Congress do?

Air. Washington. I have set for th a couple of suggestions, but 
first of all we also stated in there tha t we would hope tha t there  
could be some program which would be designed at restor ing man’s 
dignity. Fran kly,  we believe tha t much has been done to tear that  
dignity  down. Now, we recognize the needs of the unemployed, we

52-557—75—pt. 3---- 5



944
recognize needs of the welfare persons. We question, frank ly, if  the programs which are set forth , which place these people, or allow these people to exist without doing anyth ing to make them feel a part  of the community, wanted in the community, needed by the family unit, productive, if I may use tha t word, I think tha t is important to a man-----

Mr. Mann. You have indicated that your organization has promoted in the State of Michigan a work program for the unemployed and have had no part icular success for the insured unemployed. I have had my staff working on tha t idea for about 3 _months. T wish you would send me what you have on it , the experience here in Michigan, please.
Mr. W ashington. Thank you.
Mr. Mann. All right. Getting  back to mv question again, I detect > tha t there has been a tendency in this country, in lt'cent years, par ticula rly since, let's say, the Presiden tial campaign of 1968 when both the candidates were going to solve the crime problem, and I think  tha t in the next week or two Gerald Ford may very well tell it like it is, and tha t is that it’s primarily  a State and local problem, as far  as the enforcement problem is concerned, and whether you agree with tha t or not, what is your organization doing in the State  of Michigan to try  to improve the enforcement of the laws?
Mr. Washington. Fi rst  of all, we have been very much frus trated, as have, evidently, the major ity of Michigan residents at the apparent ineptness on the part  of some members of the judiciary to deal with the existing law. and. therefore, we have suppor ted vocally and in any other way tha t we could, the mandatory sentencing concept. We recognize some of the arguments tha t have been used here this morning, and we appreciate  them, however, I think tha t the people of this State, out of a sense of frust ration, have decided tha t the criminal element must be removed from the streets. Only in the last couple years have we begun to delve into the problems of the homicide problem in depth, as an organization. Ours has primarily  been a sportsman or environmental organization and constituted group and we regret, very frankly , that  we have to spend so much of our time, as I  said earlier, defending our right to possess < firearms.
We are concerned that  the issue seems to lie within a part icular group, and the city and our State legislators and so forth have done very little to alleviate tha t problem. I don’t have an answer, Mr. * Congressman-----
Mr. Mann. I ’m sure you don’t.
Mr. Washington. But  I think  that  the answer lies with you gentlemen, very frank ly, contrary to what you have just  stated.Mr. Mann. I ’m sorry to hear you say that  because I have always felt and still feel tha t local government, where the people govern more directly and immediately, and State  government, where the people govern more directly  and immediately, is certain ly the government level at which local law enforcement problems should be attacked; and to be so frus trate d tha t we’re going to pass t ha t to Washington is very disturbing, but I recognize it ’s a trend.  Thank you.Mr. Conyers. Well, Mr. Witness, you have consumed about as much or more time as anybody tha t has come before us, I suppose
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you are the first nonpublic witness represen ting as many people as 
you do, and I suppose tha t is our justification for it. At any rate, 
we apprecia te your testimony. It' s been impor tant in gett ing a full 
perspective of the many dimensions of the problem, and it ’s really 
my hope that  you will be more sympathetic in considering the enor
mous problem that  is before the Congress on tha t matter.

A substantial amount of people want to do something on the 
question. There is another large group of people who p refe r to do 
little or nothing. It  seems that we have a challenge that  is not going

• to meet with any universal acceptance, but we do have to consider 
the facts as they come to us by almost uncontradicted authority . 
Namely, in this country, either we are going to accept the rationale 
that the best defense is more armaments on a civilian level, or that* somehow we have to bring  about grea ter protection without en
couraging  the personal acquisition of firearms. I think on eithe r 
one or the other of those premises, legislation must hang. And so 
to the extent that  your testimony has shed fur ther  ligh t on this 
problem, we are grateful  for your appearance. Thank  you very much.

Mr. Washington. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Washington follows:]

Statement of Thomas L. Washington, Executive Director on Behalf of Michigan United Conservation Clubs, Inc.
Thomas L. Washington is Executive Director of the Michigan United Conservation Clubs (MUCC).
MUCC is a statewide, non-profit citizens’ organization founded in 1937. It lias more than 100,000 members, is the sta te affiliate of the 3%-million member National Wildlife Federation, and is headquartered in Lansing where a fulltime staff of twenty persons is directed by Mr. Washington.
MUCC is active in all forms of conservation, with continuing efforts to inform the public through its monthly magazine and a half-hour weekly television program aired  in Michigan, Indiana and Ohio.
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee: The Michigan United Conservation Clubs has long supported gun control laws, but must oppose new, restrictive federal firearms legislation such as tha t proposed by Representatives Harrington and Dellums, for several reasons.
The continuing intensive drive to disarm gun owners has grea t cosmetic appeal to people unfam iliar with the causes of crime. Closer scrutiny of» the issue, however, makes it abundant ly clear tha t additional  restrict ive gun control measures would comprise only superficial treatment  of a symptom, not the cause of violent crime.
Extensive and thorough examination of the homicide problem in Detroit, for example, shows tha t unemployment, underemployment, lack of adequate• housing and education and recreational opportunities are the cause of most violent crime, including crimes involving firearms.
Instead of addressing ourselves to the trea tmen t of these root causes of violent crime, we find ourselves too often answering those who devote thei r attention to the manife station  of deep-seated problems.
We respectfully urge Congress to focus on the causes of violent crime and stop harassing law-abiding gun owners.
If new crime prevention laws must he enacted, we firmly believe they should take the form of mandatory penalt ies for those convicted of crimes while possessing firearms or dangerous weapons.
As has been suggested, “If  they do the crime, make them do the time.”Society must impress upon judges the need for strong deterrents and the necessity of getting  violent criminals off the streets. A mandatory penalty would deter crime as well as protect society from violent convicted felons. Michigan’s legislature is wisely considering such a law, a mandatory penalty of two years in prison for the first offense, five years for the second, and
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ten years for subsequent convictions. Michigan’s House of Representatives 
last  month approved such a bill, 98 to 7. Florida and Massachusetts have 
enacted mandatory  penalty laws this year.

We are  concerned about the confiscatory aspects of some gun control pro
posals, and fervently hope tha t our federal  representatives will thoughtfully 
consider the implications of laws tha t would confiscate priva te property.

And while the antigun lobby often tells firearms owners that handguns 
are the major concern, tha t we have no reason to believe our rifles and 
shotguns are  in jeopardy, we recall only too well that during the Dodd 
hearings in the late 1960’s we were told our concern over confiscation of 
our firearms was unwarranted. Today i t is real.

Most crimes committed with firearms are perpetrated as a result  of socio- *
economic conditions, not possession of firearms by law-abiding citizens.

I'd  like to emphasize. There is gun control, and there  has yeen gun control 
for decades, since 1927 for handguns in Michigan. There are  more than  22,000 
gun control laws in the  United States.

We support most current federal, state and local gun control laws and *
urge the courts and prosecutors to support them, to use them as deterrents 
and punishment. Why consider additional gun control restrict ions when present 
laws are  not being fully utilized? We wonder why proponents of additional 
gun laws are  not as committed as we are  in seeking fulle r court use of 
existing laws.

The courts and prosecutors should first use the laws on the books and, if 
these are  not adequate, they should be strengthened by adding mandatory 
penalties.

Have we not learned anything from the 18th Amendment, which brought 
us prohibition? Added to the constitutional questions raised  by handgun 
confiscation, there is good reason to believe tha t lawbreakers would not 
tur n in thei r guns.

Illegal possession would have to be proved. Illic it firearms are not 
brandished until they a re used, and at  that point it is too late to save potential 
victims.

The U.S. Supreme Court has justifiably taken from law enforcement the 
right of indiscriminate search and seizure. If  you recommend confiscation 
of handguns, do you also intend to recommend the means whereby illicit 
firearms can be taken from persons and thei r homes? The courts may not 
share such zeal.

Legislation that is not enforceable is useless. Let’s not feed the fire of 
people who are  well-intentioned but are apparently ready to infringe on 
constitutional and personal right s under the guise of knowing what’s best 
for everyone.

There are  an estimated 35-million handguns in priva te hands nationally, 
several million of them in Michigan. About 1% million handguns have been 
registered with the Michigan State  Police, yet there are reportedly about 
a half million illegally owned handguns in D etroit  alone.

Federal law specifies who may buy a handgun, where and from whom. * 
In addition, Michigan law requires the purchaser to secure a police permit 
and to register the gun with the police.

The late st Justic e Department figures on serious crime show a 17 percent 
increase in 1974, the larges t increase since 1960, and an increase attributed,  j
in the words of Attorney General Levi, to “a dismal and tragic  failu re on 
the pa rt of our presen t system of criminal justice.” Despite this  statement, 
more atten tion is focused on gun control than  on the failure  of our system 
of criminal  justice.

Levi also said the stati stics  were predictable because of rising unemploy
ment, and he added tha t in many a reas  of the country, only a small percentage 
of those arres ted for a felony are  convicted for that offense.

He said one of the causes of crime is the failure to move quickly and 
effectively to detect and punish offenders. In 1973, of 2,461 handgun cases 
sent to court in Detroit, only 76 resulted in jai l sentences. National statis tics 
are  equally dismal.

We strongly urge you to consider recommending bette r use of existing law 
as w’ell as urging more prudence in the paroling of persons convicted of 
violent crimes. There should be no early paroles for dangerous felons.

If we need more prisons, let’s build them. Our country has spent billions fo r 
less necessary reasons. Additionally, I don't think we d need more prisons



if we had mandatory penalties  because strong deterrents, certain ty of punishment, would reduce crime.
There is a mandatory penalty for robbing post offices. The effect of this deterrent should be evident.
Misuse of firearms is a symptom of a complex problem. Addressing ourselves to the symptom will delay efforts to tr ea t the  cause.
Society’s efforts, time and money would be best spent if directed toward correcting society’s ills—the causes of crime.
If there were more jobs, better education, better housing and bette r recreational  opportunity, there would be less gun crimes. Let's restore the  dignity of man—let's help men get back to work.
A Library  of Congress study prepared for Senator Quinton Burdick of North Dakota found, “As unemployment rises, so does the number of new prison admissions each yea r; as it falls, the number of prison admissions drops.”
The study points out tha t unemployment “could pose a sta rk choice in economic terms for those who are  on the borderline of acceptable social action and must find alt erna tive means of support.”
Dr. David Abrahamsen, a noted psychiatrist and authority  on violence, has said the prime marks of a murderer include a sense of helplessness and revenge carried over from early childhood. It  is long pas t the time when society should have taken  st ronger affirmative action to tre at the socio-economic conditions responsible for crime.
A lack of education and lack of job opportunity lead to the helplessness that too often resul ts in gun crimes. Consider t he findings in a paper entitled  “Comprehensive Analysis of Conflict-Motivated Homicides in Detroit During 1972,” the lengthy study made from the record of Detro it homicides.It  found tha t more than  half of the perpe trators of conflict-motivated 

homicides and more than  hal f of thei r victims had not even the benefit of a high school education.
Forty-one percent of the perpe trators and 38.6 percent of the  victims were unemployed. There was very littl e difference in education and unemploy

ment.
The study found that unemployment, underemployment and inadequate education were the most impor tant factors to be trea ted if the number of homicides is to be diminished. One might say, “More jobs mean less homicide.”
There is fur ther evidence tha t homicides committed with firearms comprise primari ly an urban problem caused by the substandard conditions to which urban residents  are too often subjected.
Detroit, for example, has double the homicides within the city's corporate limits than all other communities of the stat e combined. People in the suburbs and outs tate own guns also. They don't however, settle thei r differences as often by using them !
A recent FBI Annual Crime Report  found that Livonia was the safest  large city in the nation, and, with the exception of Detro it and Flint, Michigan's o ther cities ranked among the safest 25 percent in the country.Let’s not try to hara ss law-abiding gun owners because authorities have 

failed to deal effectively with the problems of the cities. Let’s stop using gun control proposals to diver t atten tion  urgently needed to uncover and treat the root causes of homicide and other  crimes.
Restrictive gun control measures could very easily inhibit hunting, and such an inhibition would be destruct ive to our country’s most productive 

wildlife conservation programs.
If, as some have suggested, you take away guns, you take away hunting. Without hunting, who would provide the millions of dollars now contributed  annually to perpe tuate wildlife populations and provide this form of recreation for over 20-million Americans?
The $1.8 billion resulting from the sale of hunting  licenses in the pas t fifty years has been responsible for making the American system of wildlife 

management the best and most successful in the world.
The 11 percent excise tax  on the sale of sporting firearms and ammunition and archery supplies has contributed another $600-million for wildlife 

restora tion programs, including the purchase  of more than three million 
acres of habitat . And although hunted species are the prime recipients of
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these expenditures, birds and animals tha t are not hunted also benefit from hunters ' funds.

If guns are  taken away, conservation and wildlife will suffer, and root causes of crime will sti ll go untreated and violence will flourish.Under the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937, the 11 percent federal excise tax  on the sale of  firearms and ammunition, including handguns, Michigan will receive $1,561,000 in matching funds (stat e puts up one-quarter to get these funds).  About $750,000 of these federal moneys will be spent on wildlife hab itat  purchase, with most of the remainder going toward wildlife research projec ts and habi tat development.
We in the MUCC hope tha t this committee gives fai r consideration to the •concerns of firearms owners—or at least consideration equal to the considera tion the committee gives to the anti-firearms representatives.
Mr. Conyers. Our next witness was to have been the head of the State Police of Michigan, Colonel Halverson, the commander, he is not  able to be with us, but Capt. Gerald Hough has been designated to appear on behalf of Colonel Halverson, so I  would welcome him at  this time.
I would like to indicate that  we do have the Colonel’s prepared statement. I suppose you are prepared to make some comments on tha t and read whatever par ts you might want. You can feel assured that  his entire testimony will appear prin ted in the record at this point.
So. Captain, you may proceed, as you choose.
[ The material referred to follows:]

S tatement of Col. George L. H alverson, Michigan  Department of State 
P olice

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity to come before this committee and share  my concern on the present firearms laws.
As director of the state  agency tha t maintains the  state  gun files, I must be concerned about the increased ownership of guns, especially handguns, and the related criminal use of guns.
To better acquaint you with the State  Police role, the following responsibilities have been delegated to the Department of State  Police:Maintaining sta te files on license to purchase. (M.C.L.-28.422)Keeping of files on all handgun safety inspections. This is commonly known as the gun registration. (M.C.L.-28.429)
Sit on the concealed weapons licensing board in each county in the state. (M.C.L.-28.426)
Clear each applicant for a concealed weapons license by a fingerprint check, .and then maintain the pr ints on file. (M.C.L.-28.426)
Maintain a file on each concealed weapons license issued for a period of six years (M.C.L.-28.426)
Receive, maintain  files on. and destroy all weapons tha t are illegally possessed or carried. (M.C.L.-28.434)
As you can see, these duties place me in a position to easily view the increased purchasing, and licensing, of handguns.
To  bette r show you the increase in handguns, I have prepared the following ten-year  comparison on license to purchase and safety inspections:

Licens e to  
purcha se Insp ec tio ns

Licens e to  
purch ase Insp ec tio ns

19 64 ......................... ................  30 ,016 38 ,013 1 9 7 0 .. 69 ,2 1719 65 ......................... ................  37 ,428 47 ,252 1 9 7 1 .. ......................................  59 ,908 73 ,1 2319 66 ......................... ................  45 ,60 0 55 ,070 1 9 7 2 .. .................. ...................  60 ,474 75,05 519 67 ......................... ................  54,201 76,24 1 1 9 7 3 .. _________ _________  60 ,414 68, 66719 68 __________ 96 ,355 113, 577 1 97 4 .. ......................................  63 ,661 71 ,71119 69......................... ................  62,341 74, 289



As you can see, the larges t increase in these figures came during and after the civil disturbances  of 1967 and 1908. For several years aft er the late ■Go's, we saw a decrease; however, in 1974 there  was a significant increase  again. As of April of this year, we are nearly 1,500 over the figure for the same period ending April 30, 1974, in the purchase of handguns.The total stat e file on handguns as of April 30, 1975, was:
Safety inspection certificates_________________________________ 1, 617, 239License to purchase________________________________________  1, 034, 793License to carry ____________________________________________ 526, 521

These figures do not cover the number of shotguns, rifles, or illegal handguns tha t are in the possession of Michigan residents.
The Department of State Police also mainta ins a record of the number of reported stolen guns, both handguns and long guns. It  is interesting to note tha t prior  to 1967 we received less than 2,000 stolen gun reports a year. In 1968, this jumped to 4,319 reported thefts, and in 1974 we received 6,247 reports. This year, as of April 30, we have received 2,053.
Along with the increase in fireams, we are also seeing an increase in gun- related  crimes. In 1974, there was 30.657 reported robberies of which 21,226 were armed. While we do not have the stati stics  on how many were with a firearm, we believe t ha t over 90% were with a gun. How’ever, we do know that robberies were up 21.9% over 1973.
In 1974, the sta te reported 1,170 murders of which 838, or 72% were committed with a firearm. This is compared with 1,082 in 1973 of which 755 or 70%, were committed with a firearm.
Mr. Chairman, while I, too, am concerned with the increased sale, possession, and misuse of firearms, I am not yet prepared to support the total ban on citizen ownership of firearms. Instead, I would first like to see the stringent enforcement, at  all levels, of current gun laws. I will shortly point out several areas  tha t I feel should be strengthened in Michigan’s present  gun laws.
In preparing my statement for this subcommittee, I was informed tha t you are  interested in Michigan’s procedure for purchasing, registering, and carrying a handgun. I have included with my prepared statement the booklet published by the Department of State  Police entitled “Concealed Weapons and  Firearms Laws.”
I would like to comment briefly on how a person comes, legally, into possession of a pistol or revolver and is eventually licensed to carry the weapon.Before purchasing a pistol or revolver, a person must be at least 18 years of age, a citizen of Michigan for six months, have not been convicted of a felony or confined during the  eight-year period preceeding the application, or been adjudged insane. The person then applies to a chief of police or sheriff for a permit to purchase. This application is signed by the applicant under oath.
After the applicant receives the application, he presents three copies to the seller of the handgun who, in turn, signs all copies and retain s one. The applicant then returns the two copies to the agency tha t issued them. The police department keeps one copy and sends one to the Department  of State  Police, who will then maintain a file on this purchase for six years.The person, after having purchased a pistol or revolver, must present the gun to the chief of police or sheriff, or his representative, in the city or county in which he resides for a safety inspection. The description of the gun and the name and description of the owner, plus his right  thumb print , is recorded. The owner receives a copy of this certificate, one copy is retained by the inspecting agency, and a copy is sent to the Department of State  Police. One of the problems in this procedure is tha t there  is no standard  by which to determine if a gun is safe or not. Each police officer, who inspects a pistol, makes a personal judgment as to the safety of the weapon.In the event a person wishes to carry a pistol or revolver outside his dwelling, he must apply to his local police or sheriff for an application to carry  a concealed weapon. This application must be notarized if the applicant lives in the city, or if he lives in the county, it must be signed by the township supervisor. In either case, it must be signed by two references. The applicant will have his fingerprints taken for submission to the Department of State  Police for a record check. Presuming the applicant’s record



is clear, the application will then go before the comity gun hoard. This hoard is composed of the county prosecutor, sheriff, and director of the Department of State Police or thei r respective deputies. The hoard may accept or reject the application. If a license is issued, it is valid for three years, after which the applicant must again go through th e same procedure.
There are  two types of licenses usually approved by the board. The most common being a restricted license indicating tha t the person may carry a weapon for the specific purposes for which the license is issued, or under certain conditions and restrictions.  The second type is a general license permitting  a person to carry a concealed weapon any time or place, as prescribed by law.
I would also like to bring to your attention the fact tha t there is no criminal penalty for being in violation of one’s concealed weapons license. The only penalty allowable is for the county gun hoard to revoke the license.
It  is also interesting to note tha t in the majority of applications the applicant does not appear  before the gun hoard. Everything  is handled through the transmit tal of papers. Therefore, the gun board never has the opportunity to interview or view the applicant for fitness to receive a concealed weapons license.
As I stated earlier, I do believe Michigan has the basic mechanism to control purchase, inspection, and carrying of hand guns; however, I do feel there  are areas  that should be improved. In the remainder of my presentation, I would like to briefly comment on those areas.
One area  of concern to me is that a person may purchase a handgun without  having to submit to a record check. I would support  legislation tha t would compel fingerprinting and a record check before a person receives 

an application to purchase a pistol or revolver. In 1971, Senate Bill No. 303. which would have required fingerprinting, was introduced. This bill did not pa ss ; however, I am hopeful a similar bill will he introduced. A copy of this hill was included in the packet of information sent to this committee.
In 1974, the Michigan Legislature passed a hill which became Act No. 191. This act required anyone who carried  or transported a handgun outside of his dwelling to have a concealed weapons license. This was a good law and the Department of State Police played a major role in having the bill introduced and in its final passage. However, the outcry from the sporting community was so great  that the Legislatu re repealed tiie act  less than one month after the effective date.
This repeal of Act No. 191 came about because of the wide varia tion in county policies as to the granting of concealed weapons licenses. It  seemed tha t in some counties it was very easy to obtain a license, while others arb itrarily  refused to issue any. To fur the r complicate the issue, some law enforcement agencies were refusing to issue applications to purchase or carry.
It  is my belief tha t all state  residents should be trea ted equally, and there  should be a standard which all counties would follow in the issuing of concealed weapons licenses. In this  way, if a person qualified under statute law, the county could not deny him a license. I am presently studying the need for a standard statewide Department of State Police policy which would provide guidance for any representatives on the 83 county licensing boards.
I have long favored a state statute  to regulate and license wholesale and retai l firearm dealers. Currently, Michigan is dependent upon the Federal Firea rms Act to govern this area. I feel tha t with such legislation Michigan could better control the firearms and ammunition tha t are being brought into our state.
One of our goals would be to define the cheap handgun known as the “Saturday Night Special,” and ban its importation and sale. I am also concerned with the sale of armor-piercing ammunition. I do not believe this type ammunition has any valid or legal use by the average citizen.
I have included in my packet of information for the committee II.B. 4403. which was introduced in 1970. I believe a bill such as this  could be used to create a state firearms board to regulate guns and ammunition being brought into Michigan.



In prior years, my department lias sought introduction of and supported 
legislation such a s Senate Bill No. 378, introduced in 1971. This bill, if passed, 
would have included as illegal weapons military hardware , such as bazookas, 
ant itank weapons, mortars,  etc. Many of these types of weapons have been 
sold over the years, and I can see no legitimate  reason for a person possessing a weapon designed for mass destruction and killing. I see possession 
of such weapons as a very real threat  to all law enforcement agencies.

I have also included for your review Senate Bill No. 127, introduced 
February 4, 1975. This is not a gun control bill, but rath er a mandatory 
sentencing bill for the illegal use of firearms. It  is my belief tha t this 
type of legislation will have more of an impact on the illegal use of guns than any gun control placed on the  general populace.

The average gun control legislation hopes to get at  the criminal element by restrict ing the possession and use of all the people. It  is my opinion 
tha t the bette r way is to hit  hard  at  the criminal  use through mandatory, 
no parole, no pardon sentencing. Senate Bill No. 127, if enacted, would impose a mandatory sentence of two years upon any person convicted of 
a. felony in which a firearm was used or carried. This sentence would be 
in addition to any sentence imposed for the crime committed.

In closing, I would once again say tha t I am very concerned with the gun 
assa ults  on police officers and the general rise in gun-related crimes. However, I do not feel that the full force of Michigan’s weapon laws 
has been felt by the criminal element, and until  such time as they are strictly enforced at  all levels, I would be hard-pressed to support additional  
gun legislation other than  that which I mentioned earlier.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I thank you, again, for inviting 
me to come before you on this most important  subject of mutual concern.

[Senate Bill No. 303]

(Introduced by Senator Vander Laan and referred to the Committee on 
Judiciary )

A bill to amend section 2 of Act No. 372 of the Public Acts of 1927, entitled 
as amended “An act to regula te and license the selling, purchasing, possessing 
and carrying of certain fire arm s; to prohibit  the buying, selling or carrying 
of certain firearms without a license therefor, and to repeal all acts and par ts 
of acts inconsistent with the  provisions of this act,” as amended by Act No. 
301 of the Public Acts of 1968, being section 28.422 of the Compiled Laws of 
1948.

The  P eople op th e State of Mich iga n Enact

Section 1. Section 2 of Act No. 372 of the Public Acts of 1927. as amended 
by Act No. 301 of the Public Acts of 1968, being section 28.422 of the 
Compiled Laws of 1948, is amended to read as  fol lows:

Sec. 2. No person shall purchase, carry or transport a pistol without first 
having obtained a license there for as prescribed herein, except th at any person 
who brings a pistol into this  state and who is either on leave from active 
duty with the armed forces of the United States or who has been dis
charged from such active duty shall obtain a license for said pistol within 
5 days after his arr iva l into this state. The commissioner or chief of police, 
or his duly authorized deputy, in incorporated cities or in incorporated vil
lages having an organized departm ent of police, and the sheriff, or his authorized deputy, in par ts of the respective counties not included within 
incorporated cities or villages, may issue licenses to purchase, carry  or 
transport pistols to applicants residing within the respective terri tories 
herein mentioned. No such license shall be grante d to any person unless lie 
is 21 years of age or over, a citizen of the United States and has resided in 
this state 6 months or more, and in no event shall such a license be issued to a person who has been convicted of a felony or confined there for in this 
sta te or elsewhere during the 8-year period immediately preceding the date 
of such application or has been adjudged insane in this stat e or elsewhere 
unless he has been restored to sanity and so declared by court order.



Each applicant for a license shall have duplicate fingerprints taken by the sheriff, or a deputy sheriff, of the county in which the applicant resides, by an officer of the departm ent of State police, or by the chief or any officer of the village or city police department where the applicant resides in a village or city, on forms furnished  by the department of State  police and in accordance with the fingerprint system of identification established by the department. Both copies of the fingerprints shall be forwarded to the depar tment of State police headquarters. One copy shall be forwarded by the department to the National Bureau of Identification at Washington, D.C. The department shall compare the fingerprints with those already on file, and shall obtain a report from the National Bureau of Identification of a like comparison, both to be sent to the police or sheriff, and a license shall not be issued until the report is received by the police or sheriff to which application has been made tha t such comparisons show no conviction or confinement for a felony within the 8 years immediately preceding the date of the application. Applications for such licenses shall be signed by the applicant under oath upon forms provided by the commissioner DEPARTMENT of the Michigan stat e police. The forging of any matte r on an application is a felony. Licenses to purchase, carry or transport pistols shall be executed in triplicate upon forms provided by the commissioner DEPARTMENT of the Michigan state  police and shall be signed by the licensing auth ority. A licensed gun dealer in this sta te shall comply with the provisions of the license to purchase section, except tha t the oath and the signature of the licensing authori ty, as required under this Act, may be dispensed with at  the  discretion of the local authority.
Three copies of such license shall be delivered to the applicant by the licensing authori ty. Upon sale of the pistol, the seller shall fill out the license forms describing the pistol sold, together with the date of sale, and sign his name in ink indicating tha t such pistol was sold to the licensee. The licensee shall also sign his name in ink indicating the purchase of such pistol from the seller. The seller may retain  a copy of the license as a record of the sale of the pistol. The licensee shall return 2 copies of the license to the licensing authority  within 10 days following the purchase of the pistol. One copy of such license shal l be retained by the licensing authori ty as a permanent  official record for a period of 6 years and the other copy shall be forwarded by the licensing authori ty within 48 hours to the Commissioner, Department of the Michigan State Police. Such license shall be void unless used within 10 days from the date of its issue. The provisions of this section shall not apply to the purchase of pistols from wholesalers by dealers regularly engaged in the business of selling pistols at  retail, nor to the sale, barter, bar ter or exchange of pistols kept solely as relics, curios, or antiques not made for modern ammunition or permanently deactivated. The provisions of this section shall not prevent the transfer  of ownership of pistols which are inherited provided the license to purchase is approved by the chief of police, sheriff, or thei r authorized deputies, and signed by the administrator or adminis tratr ix of the estate or by the next of kin having authority to dispose of such property.

[House Bill  No. 4403]

(Introduced by Rep. Smart and referred to the Committee on Judicia ry)
A bill to regulate and license wholesale and retail  firearms dealers, to define certain terms : to prescribe the duties of the department of state police ; and to provide penalties.

T he  People of th e State of M ich iga n E nact

Section 1. As used in this  :
(a) “Dealer” means a person engaged in the business of purchasing, selling, exchanging or dealing in firearms, and a person who negotiates the purchase, sale, deal or exchange of firearms in the name of an individual or any partnership, firm, corporation or business having an established place of business for such purposes.
(b) “Firearms” means firearm as defined in section 3t of chapter  1 of the Revised Statu tes of 1846, being section 8.3t of the Compiled Laws of 1948.



953

Sec. 2. The concealed weapons licensing board created by Act No. 372 of the Public Acts of 1927, as amended, being sections 28.421 to 28.434 of tlie Compiled Laws of 1948, may issue licenses to deal in firearms to applicants residing or having an office or branch office in the case of a partne rship , firm, corporation or business, within their  counties.
Sec. 3. A license to deal in firearms shall not be granted to any individual unless he is 18 years of age or over, a citizen of the United States, has not been convicted of a felony in the preceding 5 years or confined therefor in this state or elsewhere during the 8 years immediately preceding the date of application, nor to an individual  who has been adjudged insane unless he has been restored to sanity as evidenced by a court order.
Sec. 4. If the applicant for a license to deal in firearms is a partnership, firm, corporation or business, the application shall be made and subscribed by an officer of the partnership, firm, corporation or business in the county where the firearms transactions are  to be conducted. The officer shall meet the requirements of sections 3 and 5 as though he were making individual application. A partnership, firm, corporatioh or business license granted  shall permit purchasing, selling, exchanging or dealing in firearms by any company employee on any company leased, rented or owned real property.
Sec. 5. An applicant shall have duplicate  fingerprints taken by the sheriff of the county where application is made, o r by the commissioner, chief of police, marshal or his authorized representative, if the applicant’s place of business is within the limits of a city or village having an organized police department, on forms prescribed and furnished by the department of state  police and in accordance with the fingerprint system established by the department. Both copies of the fingerprints shall be forwarded to the department of stat e police headquar ters by the officer taking the prin ts and 1 copy shall be forwarded by the state  police to the national bureau of identification at Washington, D.C. The command officer of the records and identification division of the department of stat e police shall compare the fingerprints with those already on file in the division and shall obtain a report from the national bureau of identification of a like comparison. Upon receipt of the report from the national bureau of identification, the command officer shall forward a report of both comparisons to the officer taking the prin ts and to the county clerk of the county in which the application is made. The county clerk, as clerk of the concealed weapons licensing board, shall keep a record of the print  comparison and report to the board. A license shall not be issued until the report of comparisons has been received. The fingerprints received under this  provision shall be filed in the records and identification division of the department of s tate  police in the noncriminal files.
Sec. 6. An application to deal in firearms shall be made in writing and under oath to the concealed weapons licensing board of the county in which the applicant has his place of business on forms prescribed and provided by the director of the department of stat e police. A license shall be issued only with the approval of a majority  of the concealed weapons licensing board. Each license shall be issued for a definite period of time stated in the license, not to exceed 3 years, and a renewal shall not be granted except upon the filing of a new application. Each license shall be for the individual described in the application or to bona fide employees of an applicant par tnership, firm, corporation or business. A license issued to a partnership, firm, corporation or business shall not be construed to be, or serve as, a concealed pistol permit for any individual except the individual subscribing the application. A license shall be authority only to the extent contained therein and may be revoked by the concealed weapons licensing board for violations of the concealed weapons laws or exceeding the authority  granted by the license. A partnership,  firm, corporation or business with physical facilities located in more than 1 county shall be required to obtain a license for its office manager from the concealed weapons licensing board of each county. The license application shall be subscribed by the office manager and shall be issued in the name of the partnership, firm, corporation or business.
Sec. 7. A license shall be executed in triplicate upon forms prescribed and provided by the department of state  police and shall be signed in the name of the concealed weapons licensing board by the county clerk and the seal of the circuit court shall be affixed thereto. The county clerk shall collect a fee of $10.00 for each license issued. One copy of the license shall be delivered to
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the applicant, the duplicate shall be retained by the county clerk for 6 years, 
and the tripl icate shall be forwarded within  48 hours to the department of 
sta te police which shall file and index licenses and keep the same as an 
official record for 6 years. On the first day of each month the county clerk 
shall remit to the state  treasure r $7.50 for each license issued the preceding 
month. On the first day of each month the county clerk shall pay into the 
general fund of the county $2.50 for each license issued the preceding month.

Sec. 8. Every license shall hear the imprin t of the righ t thumb of the in
dividual signing the application, or, if tha t is not possible, of the left thumb 
or other named finger. The individual licensee shall carry  the license upon 
his person at  all times when engaged in the business of dealing in firearms, Aand shall display the license upon request of any peace officer. A separa te 
certificate of license shall be prescribed and furnished  by the department of 
stat e police, and shall be displayed in a conspicuous place at the business loca
tion of the licensee. The license shall not be transferable to another location 
without prio r approval of the concealed weapons licensing board, and is not •*
transfera ble to another individual.

Sec. 9. Subject to the provisions of section 6, a valid license shall serve as 
a concealed pistol permit for the individual indicated thereon only while ac
tually engaged in the business of dealing in firearms.

Sec. 10. A person who deals in firearms without first having obtained and 
possessing a valid license is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be imprisoned 
not more than  6 months, or fined not more than $1,000.00, or both. Where i t is 
shown tha t the individual in violation was relying upon instruction from his 
■employer, and did not have knowledge of the fact tha t the business was not 
licensed, then the manager of the business facility shall be charged with the 
offense.

TESTIMONY OF CAPT. GERALD HOUGH, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
POLICE, STATE OF MICHIGAN

Capta in Hough. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com
mittee. Yes, it  was my inten t to—first of all, the colonel wished tha t 
I  express his extreme regret s about not being here, but a l ast minute 
budget  meeting was called and it was a crucial time for him at this 
time. I do have his prepa red statement which was sent earlier. In  
the sake of brevity, if you jus t as soon I would not read the state 
ment, I would go through and make excerpts from it.

Mr. Conyers. Very good.
Capt. Hough. OK. The colonel wished to better acquaint you with 

the Department of State  Police’s role. We point out that  the State 
Police do maintain the State files of  licenses to purchase. We main
tain  the files on handgun safety inspections, concealed weapon licens
ing boards our officers sit  on through out the State. We do clearance 
checks of fingerprints for weapons’ licenses, and then we also main- *
tain and destroy all weapons th at are confiscated in the commission 
of crimes fo r illegal use, whatever th at may be.

In the information tha t was sent to you, we prepared  a 10-year 
comparison on the purchase of handguns and the licensing inspec
tions. As you will notice, in 1964. which is the first year, we had 
30.016 licenses to purchase, processed in the State.

In 1967 and 1968, which were the  years of civil disturbances  in our 
State, as well as throughout  the Nation, we noticed in 1968 a rise to 
96,355 licenses to purchase. This then tapered off for the next 5 years, 
but, as of 1974, we noticed a dramatic increase of  roughly  3,200, and 
so it appears  tha t the license to purchase and inspections of handguns 
is once again on the rise.
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As of Apr il of th is year we are 1,500 over the 1974 applica tion for  
license to purchase.

At the present time in the State of Michigan, as-of April  30, there 
were safety inspections of 1,017,239 handguns,  license to purchase, 
1,034,793, and license to car ry, 526,521 persons.

Mr. Conyers. Pard on me, would you just explain how these in
spections were carried  out? They sound like an enormous number,  
considering the amount of personnel you may have assigned to the-----

Capta in Hough. If  you would like, the  policy or the way which we
* do inspect is car ried througho ut here and I could mention it as I go 

along, if you like.
We also maintain the records on the number of stolen guns, and th is 

is of a great concern and also of interest to us, and th at is up until  1967
* we ran  roughly in the area of 2,000 stolen guns a year. This would go 

anywhere from 1,700,1,900, 2,000. In  1968 this jumped to  4,319 and in 
1974 we received 6,247 reports. So it's  been a drastic  increase in the 
reported the ft of guns. Now, there are those, of course, which are not 
reported.

Along with the increase in the firearms we have seen an increase 
in gun rela ted crimes.

In  1974, the State experienced 30,657 armed robberies—or rob
beries. Excuse me. Of this  21,226 were armed. Now, we do not main
tain  statistics  on whether or not an armed robbery is by gun or a. 
knife or other  weapon. Sta rtin g in 1975, we will. However, it’s our 
best estimation tha t roughly  in the area of 90 percent of these rob
beries were with a gun of some sort. We do note tha t robberies were 
up 21.9 percent over 1973.

In  1974, the State  experienced 1,170 murders, of which 838, or 
72 percent, were with firearms, either long gun or handgun.  This 
is compared with 70 percent with firedrms in 1973. So we have had 
an increase there.

Mr. Chairman, this  is a quote from the colonel’s s tatement:
Mr. Chairman, while I, too, am concerned with the increased sale, posses

sion, and misuse of firearms, I am not yet prepared to support the total ban 
on citizen ownership of firearms. Instead, I would first like to see the strin
gent enforcement, at all levels, of current gun laws. I will shortly point out

*  several areas  that I feel should be straigh tened in Michigan's present  gun 
laws.

In  prep aring this  statement we were informed that the members 
of the committee would be interested in the manner in which guns

* are purchased, registered , and licensed in the State of Michigan,, 
and so the next couple of pages are on the process of  how we buy 
and license and regis ter guns in the State of Michigan. Before the 
purchase of a revolver, a person must be at least 18 years of age, a 
citizen of Michigan for 6 months, have not been convicted of a 
felony or confined during the past 8-year period or have been ad
judged insane. The person then applies to a chief of police or sheriff 
for a permit  to purchase. Af ter  he receives this, he presents three 
copies o f the permi t to purchase to the local gun dealer, the gun 
dealer signs all three, description of the weapon, he returns two to> 
the applicant, keeping one for himself. One then goes back to the 
local agency and one comes into the State police gun files where they
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are maintained for a period of 6 years. Afte r having purchased the 
revolver, the individual must present it at a police department or 
sheriff s department for an inspection. This is known as—generally  
known as the certification. The one problem in this area is tha t we 
do not have a standard  bv which to determine if a gun is declared 
safe or unsafe, therefore each police officer who inspects this weapon 
uses his own individual, personal judgment as to the safety of the 
weapon. This would be one area tha t we would be interested in cur
rent Michigan law of stra ightening out.

Mr. McClory. Isn 't there a requirement that  you have your thumb
prin t impressed at this point?

Captain Hough. Yes, sir. At  the time it ’s presented for application, 
why, the description of the gun is put on the application.

Mr. McClory. You haven’t mentioned th at here.
Captain II ough. I might  have missed tha t but it ’s—your thum b

print is put on the regist ration  at tha t time.
Mr. McClory. Is there par ticu lar objection to that element o r is 

that  just  taken routinely?
Captain Hough. I believe it is just taken routinely, Mr. McClory.
Mr. McClory. Thank  you.
Captain Hough. We have had no problem with that.
Now, in the event the individual wishes to carry their weapon out

side his dwelling, he must again apply  to his local police o r sheriff 
for an applicat ion to carry  a concealed weapon. This  applicat ion 
must be notarized and if the individual lives in the city, it ’s then 
signed by the police chief. If  he lives in the county, it  must be signed 
by his township supervisor. In  eithe r case, he must have two refe r
ences signed.

Now, in the county of Wayne, where we are located here, they 
require that, these references be a letter, not just  the indiv idual ’s 
name, but they present a lette r to show they do know the individual.
Of this, we have supported in the passed legislation. At  the time 
the individual’s fingerprints are taken, they are sent to the dep art
ment of State  Police who send a copy on to the FB I in Washington 
and a record check is run on the individual. If  the individual app li
cant comes back with a clean record, then, tha t is, no felonies or 
anything  of that nature , why then, it goes before the county gun 
board.

The county gun board is made up of a member of  the Michigan 
State Police, the sheriff’s department, the prosecuting attorney,  and ♦
the county clerk serves as the secretary. Here each individua l app li
cation is reviewed and at tha t time a determination is made whether 
or not to issue a license to carry a concealed weapon.

Basically in the State of Michigan there are  two types of concealed 
weapons: Number one, which is the most prevalent, is a restricted, 
commonly known as finding the targe t, however this  could be re
stricted to carry money, any number of things, it ’s up to the gun 
board.

The other—the second weapon license is a general permi t and this 
would allow the individual to carry  a weapon at all times upon his 
person.
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Tn your prepared text tha t you have there is an error, and tha t 
is on page 6, paragraph  3. At the time this was prepared, why, it 
was put in here that  there was no crime to be in violation of one’s 
concealed weapons license. However, this is not true. In 1974 the 
legislature passed an ac t whereby an out-of-State resident or a Mich
igan resident who is found carrying  in violation of thei r license re
strictions, are subject to being charged with a 5-year felony, so that 
part icular p arag raph  should be striken.

Mr. Conyers. Now, is tha t an out-of-State citizen in Michigan, 
violating  Michigan law?

Captain Hougii. No, sir. That would be—Michigan does allow, 
honor out-of -State concealed weapons licenses. However, up until 

a 1974, if you were in violation of your out-of-State license there was
nothing we could do about it. A Michigan resident, if he was in 
violation of his Michigan license, the only thing that we would do 
is cite him before the gun board who undoubtedly would pull his 
license. Th at was changed and righ tful ly so, in 1974. where it is 
now a felony to be in violation of your license, either an out-of- 
State license or a Michigan license.

If  an out-of -stater is in Michigan carry ing a weapon, and he does 
not have a license from his home State, then he comes under the 
strict Michigan law, a Michigan citizen.

It  is interes ting to note tha t the applicant does not appear before 
the gun board. This we feel is an error. The gun board does not have 
the opportunity  to interview or view the applican t for his fitness 
to have a concealed weapon license. We would like to see this 
changed.

Michigan does have the basic mechanism to control the purchase, 
inspection, and carry ing of handguns; however, I do feel there are 
areas that  should be improved. In the remainder  of my presentation, 
I would like to briefly comment on these.

Sta rtin g with page 7 t ha t in the past would be p art of the State  
Police has supported and in some cases introduced legislation to, 
what we figure, to firm up some loopholes in our gun legislation. One 
area we would like to see addressed is the area of finge rprin ting 
before an application to purchase is issued.

At the present time, as I mentioned, you can purchase but it's not 
necessary to have a record check. This would cause a record check 
to l>e made before you even purchased the weapon, let alone carried it. 

4 In  1971, Senate Bill No. 303, in the State  was introduced, which
would have required fingerprinting . We supported the bill at that 
time and are hopeful tha t simila r legislation will be in troduced.

In 1974, the Michigan Legisla ture passed a bill which became 
Act No. 191. This would have required tha t everyone carry ing a 
concealed weapon, carving a handgun, a pistol, outside of thei r home, 
would be required to have a concealed weapons license. The bill had 
no sooner passed then there was a general outcry from the sport ing 
community and the legislature repealed the act less than  a month 
later. This  bill was reintroduced at the request of the Departmen t 
of State  Police, we felt  it was a good bill. However, the problem 
with this act was the fact that there was a difference throughout our 
State as to receiving of a concealed weapons license. In  some States
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it ’s almost a formali ty, almost, to make out  the papers  and you get  your license. In others, it's almost impossible. This is compounded by the fact tha t the statu te that deals with the area of permit  to purchase says tha t the police may issue a permit  to purchase. This is being used by some areas, assuming they will not issue. So it ’s almost impossible to buy some in some areas. Because of tha t we did support the repeal of the act and we would be interested in legislation tha t would tr eat  equally all counties in the State. Therefore, 
if a person in the State complied with the statute law then the * county would not be able to deny them the r igh t to have a concealed weapons license. The departmen t of State Police is curren tly in the process of reviewing or, I shouldn't say reviewing—but making a 
standardized policy for all of our offices in the 83 counties to use «when they sit on gun boards. We do not even have such a policy of our own.

The department has long favored a s tatute  to regulate and license wholesale and retail  firearms dealers in Michigan. At  the present time we come under the Federa l Firea rms Act. While the Federal Firea rms Act does state  tha t dealers cannot be in violation of State  laws, i t has been our position that we would like to see a State  firearms act where possible we could address what has been known as Ihe Satu rday night special, cheap handguns, and so for th, and maybe get a petition  to ban them. We are also concerned with the sale of armor-piercing ammunition. It  is the feeling of the department tha t armor-p iercing ammunition has no place in the sporting community or legitimate use and it is dangerous for our police officers.There was a bill introduced in 1970 which was House Bill 4403, this bill, while not perfect, could be used as a vehicle, and we would like to resurrect, once again, it for the State of Michigan.
Also in the past we have supported and sponsored legislation t ha t would include as a dangerous weapon in the State statute, milit ary weapons, bazookas, anti tank  weapons, and mortars. Many of these weapons have been sold over the years and we can see no legitimate reason for a person possessing a weapon which is designed for mass destruction  and killing.
Also included in your packet is curren t Senate Bill No. 127. This » was introduced in February  1975. The basic thru st of this bill is a mandatory sentencing upon the  illegal use of firearms. I t ’s our  belief tha t the average gun legislation hopes to get at the criminal element by restricting the possession and use of all the people. I t’s my *opinion tha t the better way is to hit hard  a t the  criminal use through  

mandatory, no parole, no pardon sentencing. Senate Bill No. 127, 
if enacted, would impose a mandatory sentence of 2 years upon any person convicted of a felony where a firearm was used. This sen
tence would be in addition  to any sentence imposed for  the crime committed.

The closing s tatement was th at I would once again say I am very’ 
concerned with the gun assaults on police officers and the general rise in gun-related crimes. However, I do not feel tha t the full force 
of Michigan’s weapon laws have been felt by the criminal element.Unti l such time as they are stric tly enforced at all levels, I would be hard  pressed to endorse addit ional  gun legislation other than  tha t which was mentioned earlier.
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Mr. Conyers. Well, you have raised perhaps more questions than 
you have settled here. We are impressed tha t the Sta te police have 
the major responsibil ity of implementing and administering the gun 
laws in the S ta te ; is that  correct ?

Captain Hough. We have the main responsibility, I think, of 
the recordkeeping. We do not issue the licenses or make the inspec
tions, or issue permits to purchase. We do main tain the records on 
such, however.

#  Mr. Conyers. Tha t is handled at the local level under your super
vision pursuant to the  Sta te law ?

Captain Hough. Yes; every thing tha t is done in those areas, they 
are required to repo rt to the department.

*. Mr. Conyers. Now, le t’s b reak down your statement into its part s
so that  we can make sure t ha t we have interp reted  it correctly.

Fi rs t of all, in this State  there is apparently  a requirement for 
a permit to purchase and—or a license for the purchase?

Captain H ough. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. And then there is some form of regis tration after 

the fac t, is th at  correct?
Captain I Iougii. Yes, sir.
Air. Conyers. So tha t Michigan would be a State tha t requires 

tha t a person g et prio r approval before he can buy a handgun  ? And 
I assume this applies to long guns, as well ?

Captain Hough. No, si r; this is only in the area of handguns, the 
permi t to purchase. The long guns would be covered under your 
Federa l firearms statu te where the dealer requires your name and 
address, et cetera, when you buy the weapon.

Mr. Conyers. So t ha t this  would be a good place to examine what 
has happened to State laws and what  thei r weaknesses are. As you 
know, many critics of any fur the r firearm regulat ion make the point  
tha t the existing laws don’t work, so why try  for any more? How 
would you assess the shortcomings in the Michigan law? Af ter  all, 
we have run-away gun figures, in terms of purchases, and we also 
have gun homicides tha t are all but the largest anywhere per 100,- 
000 per capita. Where did we go wrong on the State level?

•  Captain II ougii. I guess I would be very hard pressed to answer
tha t one. I feel tha t our gun regis tration has been effective to the 
point tha t the individual who would app ly for and receive his permi t 
to purchase will then go ahead and register it. We have the problem 

» tha t everyone else has, tha t if the weapon is illegally obtained, then
it ’s not registered and then a license to carry  is not then sought.

In  Michigan, as you may know, it ’s not mentioned in the test i
mony, but once you get your license to purchase, then you are re
quired—and, of course, it ’s a felony to have a weapon and not to 
have it registered. I t’s a high misdemeanor not  to  have it registered. 
Once you have the permi t to purchase and register the gun, then 
you can legally carry it in the State of Michigan. You can transp ort  
it in your car as long as it is in a wrapper, unloaded in the trunk 
of your vehicle. You can carry  it in sport ing instances on a side 
holster in the field; however, once the weapon goes beneath your coat 
or it is loaded in a vehicle then  it ’s considered a concealed weapon. 
So the registration,  I think, is worked out well. We don’t seem to 
have any real problem with those who legally comply. This  is why 

52-557— 75—pt. 3-----6
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we have supported 127. When an individual is found in violation 
of the weapons law. then we feel he should be dealt with harshly.

Mr. Conyers. Wha t about the fantast ic increase in the the ft of 
handguns and in the commissions of burglaries? As you have pointed 
out, in the first quarter  of this year handgun thef ts reported  have 
exceeded the total number of theft s in the year, 1966, in and of 
itself. Why not a mandatory sentence on the thefts of handguns 
which will clearly introduce more weapons into the criminal world 
and where they will surely be employed in the commission of *»
crimes?

Captain II ougii. Colonel Halverson has expressed his position on 
the mandatory sentences to State legislative hearings and tha t is 
tha t he has supported the mandatory sentencing in the area of fire- ■*
arm use, the violent use of the firearm because he feels very strongly 
that  when a man is confronted with a weapon, i t’s a direct, violent 
act. the man’s life is threa tened, the potential is there for t aking th at 
life, it’s very great, and he would like to see a mandatory sentence 
in tha t area. However, other areas which would deal with the theft 
of weapons from the home—there  has been legislation not specifi
cally aimed towards weapons but in the breaking and entering of 
homes and here he has said tha t he would not like to bother the 
courts’ jurisdic tion and still allow them the ability to make decisions 
in those areas.

Mr. Conyers. Have you or the State  police any statist ics tha t 
give us any clue as to how many guns are not registered and licensed?

Captain Hough. I have nothing, sir. I am not even sure if our 
records—it would be just  a wild guess. I just don’t know.

Mr. Conyers. What need we be considering then to rectify the 
problem in, say, D etroit?  We are faced with regis tration and licens
ing of handguns. The homicides are increasing. We have before us 
some Federal mandatory sentencing proposals and it looks like 
some mandatory legislation is going to emanate from the State  leg
islature. How do we deal with the problem i f the licensing and reg
istra tion is all right as f ar  as you can tell, though it is hard for me 
to arrive at tha t same conclusion, if we really don’t know how many 
guns are being trafficked or how serious tiie problem is? I knew • 
you wouldn’t be able to give me precise figures, but eithe r there is 
or is not a very serious problem of citizens not registe ring and get
ting  permits, and bringing in guns, maybe by the millions for all we 
know, in complete defiance of well-established State law?

Captain Hough. I think in the colonel’s testimony before you to
day we did stay away from the area of enforcement to a grea t ex
tent. There are those who will be appearing before you who will 
probably speak better on the areas of enforcement and how Michi
gan is enforcing what they do have. I think it ’s our feeling tha t 
Michigan’s laws are, what we do have, with some very minor 
streng thening  in some areas, may be adequate and here again we 
are guessing too. But  it ’s our feeling they are not being—they are 
not being enforced to the ir fullest strength. When I say enforced,
I mean by the police officer who picks up the man on the street, the 
prosecuting attorney who picks up the warrant  to the judge who 
finally renders the decision. Now, I am not prepared to give you
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any statistics, however, I have heard testimony and have read some 
figures tha t we are not convicting those who are found in violation. 

Mr. Conyers. W hat is your impression in this area, Captain? 
Captain Hough. We would like to—this is why we have sup

ported again the mandatory sentencing in tha t area. We would like 
to see swift, sure punishment, which woidd be the deterren t. I think 
you are familiar  with that, it ’s not necessarily the stiffness or the 
extent of the punishment, but the very fact that  if you are arrested 

« for a crime, and you are then convicted, that the arre st and the con
viction and the punishment are dealt  out swiftly and we do no t feel 
tha t we have tha t, really.

Mr. Conyers. Well, it seems to me you are placing an awful lot * of faith  on a mandatory sentence, which may or may not do much 
for all of those that don’t get caught. It sure may send to a prison 
for two years, without any discretion of the court, a person who is 
apprehended but it wouldn’t do much for all those tha t aren’t.

Captain Hough. We are having to put some faith  in the fact  th at 
if this does take place, tha t the word will get out, tha t it ’s not wise 
to carry a weapon; it ’s not wise to commit a crime with a weapon. 
You are automaticaly going to be tagged with this sentence. I guess it remains to be seen.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I have a few more questions, bu t I am going 
to defer them. They may be developed by my colleagues as we go along.

Mr. McClory.
Mr. McClory. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In connection wi th the licensing and registration under Michigan 

law, is there any—are these records kept confidential?
Captain Hough. They are public records. We would not produce 

the record for anyone, and if an individual wanted to—they are 
called a public record, usually, if we can identify the individual.

Mr. McClory. The information is available?
Capt Hough. To police departments, and courts.
Mr. McClory. But if a newspaper wants to come in and get a li st of everybody-----

*• Captain Hough. I  am sure tha t would not happen.
Mr. McClory. The information would not be available for tha t kind of publication?
Capta in Hough. I do not believe so. I do not know exactly the r  statutory authority  for the keeping of those records.
Mr. McClory. What is your opinion as far as the unregistered 

weapons tha t you have in the State? You say there is a high per
centage of those tha t are unregistered. They must come f rom out of 
State, don’t they, because, if they were sold bv a Michigan dealer, 
why, you would have the regis tration record, wouldn’t you ?

Capta in Hough. Yes; if they are sold by a Michigan dealer there 
would be a permi t to purchase and then this should be immediately 
followed up by a registra tion.

Mr. McClory. They don’t have a comparable law in Ohio, I 
guess, so you could get a lot of these weapons in Toledo and bring  
them in ?

Captain  H ough. I understand they can be easily purchased in some 
areas and be brought in.
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Mr. McClory. Would a Federal  law, which would set some guide
lines and gave some Federal pattern,  in your opinion, would it be 
helpfu l to not only your depar tment but all the State police de
partm ents and, for tha t matter , the local law enforcement agencies, 
as well?

Captain Hough. As fa r as the  importation.
Air. McClory. Well, as far as locating a weapon, for instance, 

tha t was used in connection with a crime, or as fa r as registration 
is concerned, or—well, just generally, as far  as gett ing a better 
handle on the handgun problem ?

Captain II ougii. Being able to trace the weapon back, so if there 
was some sort of regist ration  with handguns, we could trace them 
back to an owner and try to get the pat tern  of where they went 
from there would always be helpful to law enforcement.

Mr. McClory. Do you have your regis tration information on 
computerized tape?

Captain II ougii. Yes.
Air. McClory. If  tha t system were made compatible with tha t of 

all the States, for instance, it would greatly facilitate the securing 
of information to aid you in apprehending criminals and enforce
ment of the law, wouldn’t it ?

Captain II ougii. Yes, sir.
Air. McClory. I th ink tha t is all.
Air. Conyers. Air. Mann.
Air. AIann. No questions, thank you.
Air. Conyers. I  would like to yie ld to our staff counsel, Tim Ha rt, 

who wants to raise a point.
Air. Hart. Capta in Hough, let’s review again briefly just what 

the procedure is with respect to the purchase and possession of 
handguns.

Am I correct in saying tha t in order to do so, you simply must 
require a license to purchase, and once having done that, then you 
present the weapon fo r a sa fety inspection to a local board, which is 
composed of the police chief or the sheriff and /or  his delegate; is 
tha t correct?

Captain II ougii. No. You go from the permit  to purchase, you 
have now purchased your weapon and you go back to the police de
partmen t from which you got your permit  to purchase with your 
new weapon and two copies o f your permit to purchase.

There you leave one copy of tha t permit  to purchase with them, 
or you leave, actually, both copies with them. They then send one 
to the State  police and they keep one. At  tha t time they then make 
the safety  inspection, which is commonly the regist ration , and the 
regist ration  is made there. Your description, your thumb print , a de
scription of the gun, the serial number of the gun are taken, they 
keep one, we get one and you, as a new gun owner, get one to carry. 
This is then your proof tha t the gun has been registered, so if 
you’re stopped in the field in carry ing one on your side, as an open 
weapon, you could prove this is a registered gun.

You go before the board, when you go to the next step, and tha t 
is to get a license to carry it  upon your person, concealed.
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Mr. Hart. Bu t you said before, I  believe, that there is no uniform
ly applied standard  as to  wha t is a safe weapon?

Captain Hough. T ha t’s right.
Mr. Hart. What constitutes  a complete description of a handgun 

at the time of registra tion?
Captain II ougii. Well, let’s say you have a revolver, a Smith and 

Wesson revolver, they would undoubtedly write down Sm ith j& Wes
son, (j shot, .38 caliber, the model number, and the serial number of

* the weapon. That would be your complete description, so you would 
know the type of weapon, the model, the caliber, how many shots 
it is and the serial number o f the weapon.

Air. Hart. You could easily ident ify then what sort of ammuni-
* tion i t would take?

Captain Hough. Yes.
Mr. H art. The barrel length?
Captain II ougii. Not the barrel length.
Mr. II art. You would not be able to ascertain the barre l length?  
Captain Hough. Well, if you knew the  model number. Unless the 

barre l had been in terchanged . Normally, the ones I have seen don’t 
have barrel lengths on them. It  could be put on there.

Mr. II art. Once this information is recorded and stored, how is i t 
used to enforce State  gun licensing and regis tration or is it used once 
a crime has been commited, say, with a registered weapon?

Captain II ougii. It  would point back to the last  registered owner 
of tha t weapon. So if you owned a weapon and your weapon had 
been stolen, of course, you should have reported it, but if the crime 
is then commited, and that weapon is seized, the gun file would be 
checked, and it would come back to Mr. IIa rt,  and they would come 
out to see you and say, “ This  is your gun, how come we have it? ”

Mr. II art. So i t’s useful in recovery of the weapon?
Capta in II ougii. Yes.
Mr. II art. But does it have anything to do with  the  actual felony, 

the person who perpetra ted the crime with the weapon? Is there 
any way of determining where or when t ha t gun was a ttained?

Capta in I Iougii. No, sir.
*- Mr. H art. I notice in the State law that  there  are, except fo r wha t

you just mentioned, is a correction in your statement, there are no 
penalties, no felony type penalties to deter the illegal sale or the 
illegal transfer  of handguns from, say, a transferor to transferee.

* What is to prevent or deter, say, for instance, an unscrupulous deal
er, or  one who simply does no t wish to comply with the law from not 
completing the license to purchase or s igning it, and to dete r persons 
from not registering it ?

Capta in II ougii. I believe it ’s a high misdemeanor. I t ’s eithe r a 
high misdemeanor or a misdemeanor. It' s not a felony. It  would be 
illegal.

Mr. Conyers. Thank  you very much, counsel.
You know, you have been f rus tra ting me all during your presen

tation here.
Captain I Iougii. I'm sorry.
Mr. Conyers. I hope it doesn’t show too much. What we heard 

as testimony is tha t here is one State  in the Union tha t has regis-
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tration, licensing of handguns.  You say tilings seem to be pret ty 
much OK. Rut, we don’t have any idea of how many guns are float
ing around unlicensed, or unregistered. We do have a measurement, 
which I am glad tha t you provided us with, of the spira ling theft 
of handguns. Rut isn’t the problem simply tha t as long as one Sta te 
tries  to deal with this, and 40 o ther States don’t have the same li
censing and registrat ion, tha t leaves Michigan citizens to the obvious 
recourse of going across the State  line to Toledo where we see all 
kind of astronomical spur ts of gun sales, in addition  to the ones tha t are going on here?

Captain Hough. 1 would agree, Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Conyers. We have got to make some perceptive analysis be

cause what you have perhaps unintent ionally done is present the best 
reason why we ought to forget about regis tration and licensing. The 
Detroit homicide rate with guns is going up at a fantas tic spur t, 
and I don’t really think  tha t you or anybody in this chamber be
lieves tha t the slapping of a 2 year mandatory sentence on a person 
who commits a felony with a gun is going to seriously do anyth ing about that  in and of itself. We have to deal with the much deeper 
aspects of the problem. There has to be more tha t we can do than  
come up with a mandatory sentence, which you’re on the way toward anyway. It  seems inescapable, as the gentleman from Illinois was 
leading to in his line of questioning, tha t this is a nationa l problem; 
tha t no city, no State can deal with by itself. That time, if it ever existed, is long gone.

Well, than k you very much.
Capta in Hough. I would say I have heard figures bandied about,, as far  as the total guns in Michigan, and when I  return to Lansing, 

I will check with our records and if I can get any handle on that , I will send it to you or whoever vou wish.
Mr. Conyers. I recognize Mr. Gekas fo r one question.
Mr. Gekas. There are some people tha t we have from GAO who 

will be contacting either the captain or the colonel, whoever is most 
appropria te to assist you in assisting us to get some inform ation about registration. So I put  you on notice of that .

Capta in Hough. OK.
Air. McClory. Do you presently use the  facilities  of the Alcohol, 

Tobacco, & Firea rms Division in connection with gun tracing?
Captain  Hough. I couldn’t comment on it. I am not sure.
Air. Conyers. Include that in part of your massive response to us af ter  the  hearing.
We have Mr. Dwite Walker with us, we also have Mr. Thomas 

Rurden, Mr. Kenneth Dill, co-chairpersons of Citizens for  Pistol Control.
Gentlemen, we welcome you and we will reproduce your pre 

pared testimony at this point in the record, which we thank  you for. 
[See p. 972.] And tha t will allow you to tell us a littl e about your orga
nization, who is in it, how and why it got started, and then you can begin your discussion with us.

Mr. Walker. Our organiza tion start ed about 3 years ago.
Mr. Conyers. Identi fy yourself.
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TESTIMONY OF DWITE WALKER, PRES IDENT, CITIZENS UNITED
TO SAVE LIVES, AND THOMAS H. BURDEN AND KENNETH DILL,
CO-CHAIRPERSONS, CITIZENS FOR PISTOL CONTROL

Air. Walker. I am Dwite Walker. On my immediate r ight  is Tom 
Burden, who is a recent law graduate, from the University of Michi
gan, and on his righ t is Ken Dill who is a graduate student at the 
University of Michigan. They are with the Citizens for Pisto l Con
trol and I head up the Citizens United  to Save Lives.

Our o rganizat ion came into being about 3 years ago and we worked 
very actively to effect probably what is—you will hear today as one 
of the most extreme positions tha t can be advocated on gun control, 
tha t of almost a total ban on handguns. We have got a lot of active 
support.  We were the group tha t piloted the petition drive last year 
and we are still very active, even though we didn’t make it to the 
ballot in 1975.

Mr. Conyers. I low many signatures on the petitions did you se
cure ?

Mr. Walker. We had over 200,000 and we had to have around 
300,000 to make the ballot.

We have several thousand active supporters , as individuals.
As 1 indicated, ours is a rather extreme position to what you have 

heard already today and will probably hear tomorrow but I would 
respectfully ask tha t you listen to the rationa le behind our position.

Aly intent today is to emphasize some important  facts, pro and 
con, and of these facts, to highl ight two or three tha t are the main 
concern of the organization I  represent.

Fi rs t: Let me make it very clear, our concern is only the handgun, 
not the rifle or shotgun.

Second: We do not really have gun control in the United States. 
Only 8 Sta tes out of 50 even require licenses to buy guns, handguns, 
and only 4 States  require regis tration to own handguns.

In Alichigan, which is one of the four States  requiring regi stra 
tion to possess a handgun legally, you must only prove th at you are 
not a felon by a fingerprin t check, swear you’re not an alcoholic or 
a drug addict and then you will get a permit to possess a gun. This 
essentialy ties in with what the capta in just  said. This is not tough 
legislation and when you consider that  Michigan is one of the strict
est, we’ve got a long way to go.

Everyone in this room today agrees tha t we have a serious prob
lem in the entire United States  and that something must be done. 
You have heard today or will hear eventually  the cry “trea t the 
causes not the symptoms, the problem is really a social one.” We con
tend tha t social ills have been under trea tmen t for several decades 
and they are not yet working. How long can we tolerate a national  
increase of 350 percent in homicides each decade? There is a time 
for trea ting  symptoms while working on cures, many living  cancel- 
victims will confirm tha t statement. Alleviating symptoms can give 
us the time to effect cures. The gun lobby which you have already 
heard from and will speak again tomorrow, advocates the enforce
ment of the existing laws as thei r only answer to the problem. In



966

fact, they really want  to do away with gun regis tration because it 
encroaches on thei r freedom. Enforcement of existing laws will help 
control those homicides that are committed as a pa rt of a felonious 
act, such as breaking and entering , rape, robbery, et cetera. How
ever, th is represents only one out of every four homicides.

The remaining three-out-of-four homicides are the prime concern 
of ray organization. These nearly 75 percent of all homicides occur 
outside a felonious act during an argument between relatives, friends, 
or acquaintances. There is no law tha t covers these homicides until 
the person is dead. It  has been stated tha t the only way to stop 
domestic killings is to put a policeman in every kitchen.

Therefore, the first point that  I want you to remember is tha t 
three-out-of -four homicides are the result of an argument and not 
a pa rt of a felonious act. There is no law on the books t ha t covers 
this  category of homicides.

Let ’s get specific. The estimates indicate there are 150 million 
guns in the United  States  and of th is total  40 million are handguns. 
However, these 40 million handguns result in 79 percent of all gun 
homicides or over 10,000 deaths each year.

Of the 3 million handguns turned out last year in the United 
States, only 20 percent were of the Satu rday  night special variety. 
Therefore, banning the Satu rday  night special will not solve the 
problem. It  will only permit the domestic gun manufac turers  to  pr o
duce more handguns and thus allow you to be killed by a higher 
quali ty handgun,'

Regis tration is also not the answer. As I indicated earlier, most 
States  do not even have regis tration and in those four  that have 
registration, it is not really working. It ’s not working for two rea
sons: (1) Citizens are not registering all of their  handguns,  and, in 
fact, probably only one out of every four handguns in priva te pos
session are registered in Michigan; and (2) regis tration only tells 
law enforcement personnel who owns a part icular gun and allows 
them to track  it in the event it is stolen. Regist ration only permits 
you to legally have a gun in your home, place of business, or to 
plink beer cans on Sunday in the woods. You are just as dead with a 
registered handgun as one th at is not registered.

Detroit data  shows that 15 percent of the handgun homicides last  
year were committed with registered guns. So registered guns do 
kill.

Let ’s not be disillusioned that the Michigan homicide rate  is only 
a Detroit problem for this is not true. This position will be cham
pioned later bv two gentlemen who will attempt to  prove tha t homi
cides are a black problem. This  is not entirely true  either. Whites 
are killing whites. During the past 10 years the homicide level has 
risen 470 percent in Michigan and if you exclude Det roit  from the 
State figures, the homicide level in the rest of the State has risen 
350 percent. Last year there were 1,482 homicides in Michigan, of 
which 801 were attributab le to Detroit. The entire  State does have 
a homicide problem.

So once again we’re back to the point  t ha t three  out of every fo ur 
homicides are committed outside the law, either in the home, in a bar, 
or over the back fence by handguns that are registered  as well as
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unregistered. Also, these homicides a re generally committed by law- 
abiding citizens who have never before been in t rouble with the law.

The final special concern of ours is the rising number of babies, 
children, and young people killed with handguns. Last  year  there 
were almost 1,500 persons under 20 years of age killed by handguns 
in the United States. In  Los Angeles last year there were 210 guns 
confiscated in the public schools and, as you are aware, there were 
two handgun deaths in  Detroit schools.

My wife recently overheard a telephone conversation in her of
fice. It  was a mother of a 5 year  old talking to her mother who was 
babysitting  with the boy tha t day. The young mother said : “Make 
sure the gun is out of the way so that Timmy won’t get it.” How 
many Timmys do we have to kill before we do something about the 
problem ?

The ready availability of handguns in our society is literally 
going to be the death of all of us; and, gentlemen, if something is 
not done soon to dry  up the supply, we’ll be back at this same table 
next year pleading the same case. The only difference is that every 
year we let this gun cancer grow, more innocent people will be killed 
and the citizens will be more in favor of results not talk.

Very simply, legislation at the local or State level is not the an
swer. It  must ultimately  be a Federal law. Very simply this can 
be taken care of by several states mandatin g that a Federal law is 
required. At the presen t time there are no less than  nine States  
working on a handgun ban and as many as four  of these States  
could go to the eletcorate in 1976. Therefore, we are not alone here  
in Michigan in our effort to stop this carnage by handguns.

The ready availab ility of the handgun is one of the causes of our 
rising homicide rate. Wi th 40 million guns in p rivate possession, and 
most of these handguns owned by decent, law-abiding citizens tha t 
have never been in trouble  with the law, they provide a reservoir of 
guns for the crimina l to steal and also to be used to settle an argu
ment. The pistol on the mantel, in the dresser drawer, or in the 
closet is often the final word in an argument.

The handgun is not needed in our society. The handgun serves 
only one real purpose, to kill. Sportsmen champion the handgun for 
hunt ing reasons, but how many rabbits,  pheasants, deer, or bear do 
you know of that were killed by handguns? As for general sports
man use, Air. Glassen, an ex-presiden t of the NRA who will speak 
tomorrow, has stated that there are only 4,000 pistol sportsmen in 
Michigan. This says that  only 1 out of every 1,000 handgun owners 
is a true  sportsman.

Once again, there is only one reason to possess a handgun and tha t 
is to kill another human being.

Therefore,  nothing short of a total ban on the possession of han d
guns by priva te citizens will do the job. A ban on Saturda y night 
special, registra tions, or mandatory sentences will only affect pa rt 
of the problem. Only if we make it illegal to possess o r produce a 
handgun at all will we begin to dry up the supply available  to the 
criminal and to decrease the availability  of handguns that  are used 
to kill a friend, relative, or acquaintance.
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My organiza tion numbers several thousand active supporters. We 
support present legislation in Lansing and Washington, and specifi
cally the Vaughn bill in Lansing and the Hart-Bingha m bill in 
Washington to ban handguns for private use.

If  these laws fail to materialize, we will probably be one of the 
several States tha t will go to the electorate in 1976. Thank you.

Mr. Conyers. Thank  you very much. Your statement was sup
ported by a great deal of facts and figures. As a matter of fact, you 
answered some of the questions I was raising with the previous 
witness.

We are going to question all of you together, so we are going to 
move now to the co-chairpersons, Messrs. Burden and Dill, for their 
presentation.

Mr. D ill. Thank you.
Let me tell you a little  bit about our portion. Citizens for Pistol 

Control was formed about 2 years ago. This  is a group of college 
and community people in Ann Arbor and we were very concerned 
about the rising homicide problem. We thought something should be 
done. So we kind of looked into it to determine what we could do. 
Then we later on got hooked up with the Citizens United out of 
Detroit and we helped them in a petition drive. We have got kind 
of a long prepared statement so I will only read part s of i t and you 
can question us on any of i t lat er on.

No other democracies in the world observe any “rig ht” to bear 
arms. And in some democracies in which citizens’ right s are bette r 
protected  than in ours, our arms control policy would be considered 
laughable. The United States  not only ranks number one among 
the nations in the world in the number of gun deaths, but the total  
of gun deaths per year in all of the free nations does not equal the 
number of gun deaths in the United States alone. Some 200,000 
people in the United States  are wounded by firearms each year.

Guns are responsible for an average of 69 deaths each day in 
America. In 1973 each of the 10 larges t U.S. cities had a homicide 
rate  greate r than  tha t of Northern Ireland . England and Wales 
combined had 35 murders in 1973 while New York City, with a 
quarter  of the population, had 23 times tha t number of murders 
with handguns alone.

Serious forms of gun control, we believe, can and will have some 
reducing effect on the incidence of violent crime. There can be no 
remaining doubt that crimes of violence certainly bear a significant 
relationship with possession and ownership of weapons of violence. 
Data from three sources document tha t the propor tion of guns used 
in violence rises and falls with gun ownership. Statis tics from De
tro it show tha t firearms violence increased afte r an increase in hand
gun acquisitions. Regional comparisons show tha t the percentage of 
gun use in violent attacks  parallels the rate of gun ownership. The 
fact tha t crimes of gun violence in a certain region are related to 
the incidence of gun ownership is amply demonstrated by the follow
ing statistics. [See page 975.]

In the breakdown of the gun deaths per 100,000 per region, com
pared with the percentage of people owning guns per region, the 
correlation between gun ownership and gun crimes becomes strik-
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ingly clear. We believe tha t the mere fact tha t guns are available adds to the dimensions of the gun violence problem. This  is so, we believe, for two reasons:
Fi rs t: The more readily  available the guns are, the more likely they are to be randomly picked up and used bv possible assailants.Second: We think tha t a high percentage of ownership legit imizes gun ownership and use, and, therefore,  contributes to the tendency to use the device in everyday life.
Gun control would have a certain immediate effect of reducing the total number of lawful gun owners and, this fact alone, we are convinced, would serve to reduce the incidence of gun crime.
But there are some who would argue tha t subsequent to the passage of effective gun  control legislation there are those among us who would procure other  weapons of the same force and effect as guns, and, therefore,  in the long run, the incidence of violent crime would not be significantly reduced. This contention, however, is based on two questionable assumptions. These are: (1) All or most deadly attacks are motivated by a single minded intention, and (2) all or most weapons which might be substituted for a firearm are just  as lethal as firearms.
In fact, however, most homicides occurring daily in this  country are not the result of single-minded, deliberated, planned enterprises, attacks are motivated by a single-minded intention, and (2) all or but come about by ambiguously motivated deadly attacks. For example, sudden temper produced a ltercation  with a friend or relative.A Chicago study done in 1967 showed tha t 82 percent of the Chicago homicides tha t year were results of altercations around the home involving money, liquor, and the like. Only 30 percent of the victims of fatal gunshot wounds in the study were wounded by more than  one shot. In 54 percent of the situations observed in the study, which led to a homicide, the police noted tha t the offender or the victim, or both, had been dr inking prior  to the homicide.
It  is not the much-feared  professional killer, or hoodlum, bent on human destruction, tha t fires only one shot from his piece into his victim and gets plastered before doing the dirty deed. Persons who commit homicides in this fashion are people like you and me, jealous lovers, husbands and wives, irate friends argu ing over a poker game, or angered neighbors. I n fact the la test FB I crime stat istics show the following victim-assailant relatiorihips. [See page 976.]
These figures indicate a full 71 percent of all murders in this Nation were committed between people who knew each other well enough to become involved in an argument over a prio r event. This leaves a remaining  29 percent of the Nation's murders that  were committed in the classical felonious setting of TV and detective story fame. It  is therefore conclusive to assert tha t the first of the two assumptions in the substitution hypothesis advanced by the  adversaries of strict gun control is withou t factual or logical merit.Mr. Burden. Regarding the second assumption, tha t is that most weapons seized as firearms substitutes will be, in actual use, as deadly as firearms, themselves, some enlightening figures can be brought to inveigh against the assumption. Detroit  General Hospital stat istics show tha t for every 1,000 knife attacks, 27 of the victims ac-
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tua lly  die of thei r wounds, but that for every 1,000 pistol attacks, 
104 of the victims die of the ir wounds.

The figure tells us tha t in actual use the pistol is five times as 
deadly as the knife, which is the next most commonly used weapon. 
This  ratio of one knife death for every five pistol deaths was con
firmed by a 1967 Chicago study. It  cannot be convincingly main
tained that an attacker with a knife has any less felonious inten t 
than an attacker with a pistol. It is not people that kill, it is the 
weapons they employ in the process.

A major  question tha t must occupy the mind of any thoughtfu l 
legisla tor considering the possible banning of small firearms must 
be the motivations that compel people to so emotional an identifica
tion with these weapons. Strong emotional attachment to one's guns 
and emotional involvement with the banning  issue are factors tha t 
are obvious to even the most unsophisticated observer.

I t is our position and belief tha t this emotional attachment has 
its origins in a desire for a romantic identification with our histori
cal past, among gun  owners. We also beleve that to a certain degree, 
at least, the love of guns emanates from a desire to demonstrate a 
certain  masculine demeanor.

Mr. Conyers. Excuse me for interrupt ing. Could you bring your 
presenta tion to a conclusion so we can get into the questioning? I 
thin k tha t would be extremely significant. I think we have and ap
preciate  the thr ust  of your  remarks.

Mr. Burden. We, therefore, recommend that this honorable subcom
mittee vote out a recommendation of the abolition of the priva te 
ownership of handguns throughout the United States  with the ex
ception only for the police, milita ry, licensed collectors, and spoils  
persons. I t ’s believed the more st ringent the action taken agains t the 
handgun, the more effective we will be in reducing our homicide 
rate.

Air. Conyers. Suppose there were members of this subcommittee 
that  harbored your view t ha t you have so well expressed—all three  
of you—and felt  that  ideally you are correct. The immediate legis
lative  question t ha t would arise is how in God’s name are we going 
to effectuate such legislation, assuming the premise and believing 
you to be correct? Tremendous persuasiveness has gone into the 
preparation of both these papers. I mean, do you realize tha t would 
be put ting  upon this subcommittee’s shoulders, in addition to its 
already onerous burden, the burden of litera lly turn ing around 
hundreds of our colleagues who, let’s say from your point of view, 
have not reached this state of enlightenment? What are we to do 
with th is in real life, gentlemen?

Air. Walker. We certain ly feel tha t we are realistic. I t’s not go
ing to happen overnight. If  this law was passed today, it certainly 
would not be effective for a year, 2 years, 5 years, maybe even 15 or 
20 years.

Mr. Conyers. Why not? You mean there would be something in 
the legislation tha t would prevent it from being immediately 
enforceable?

Air. AValker. No, no. What I ’m saying is that  there is a supply 
of weapons out there, 40 million, of which a certain number of them 
are registered and could quickly be brought under control, but the
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tiling where it will be effective is t ha t every year the gun manufac
turers , wherever they may be, a re pouring 3 million handguns into 
the market every day, and if we ban the manufacture  of those guns, 
at least we will sta rt to dry up tha t supply, immediately. And tha t 
has got to have some type of immediate effect.

Air. Conyers. Gett ing back to my question, I have assumed the 
premise on which you have based your argument, I don’t have any 
quarrel with that .

Mr. Burden. I believe where it ’s actual ly going to have its more 
* significant impact is this  total  gun ban, the gun ban would also, as

I envision it, include proh ibiting of the manufacture of bullets for 
these weapons, as well. I thin k tha t as guns fall  into disuse, or dis- 
repair,  and as bullets supplies run out, people are just  going to find 
it more difficult to get ahold of the needed elements to engage in 
gunplay and in tha t sense it ’s going to take a little time before it  

. becomes effective but as people see the  certain effect tha t will come 
from the legislation, either there will be more public support for 
actual gun use.

Mr. Conyers. Wh at you’re projecting  is the passage of the legis
lation and you’re te lling  me not to get excited if the homicide rates 
don’t go down immediately, which I am prepared to accept. The 
point I ’m trying to brin g to your attent ion, under, the present cir
cumstances, how do we get  such legisla tion enacted? You all quickly 
skip over tha t point. Where in the Congress are the 49 or 50 other 
Phil Harts tha t are going to be required  and the 217 Jack Binghams 
tha t are going to be needed to pass the bill? This is not passed on 
the depth of your persuasiveness, it  is passed on the votes, and what 
I am trying to do, is get an answer. Have you discussed th is matt er 
with anybody tha t is going to federally take a position on this? Ho 
you know tha t you may not have more than 25 members of Con
gress out of 435, as a matter  of fact, tha t would be willing to regis
ter a vote in your support? And maybe even a lesser number of 
members of the Senate. And if that is the case, what is—in sym
pathy with you, what is your course of action? Don’t tell me why 
the bill will be great in a few years and how it will take effect. We 
appreciate that.

Mr. Dill. Our course of action rig ht now realistica lly is to get 
something done on a State level. We realize the Hart -Bingham  bill 
isn’t going to pass through Congress and we think these public hear- 

» ings are more of an open, information-divu lging session and we
realize this.

Mr. Conyers. Then why do you pu t the State prio rity  over the 
congressional act if it has been widely conceded, part icularly  in one 
of the statements, that unless we reach a Federal solution, State 
solutions, in and of themselves, are going to be meaningless. Tha t 
is what I gained out of the testimony of the witness prio r to your
self.

Mr. Burden. One of the advantages  of the Federal system is tha t 
each of the 50 States  can act as an experimental type of some com
ponent of the whole thing.  If  one State can pull it off and can 
demonstrate that, to a certain degree, at  least, the homicide rate  will 
be reduced, in tha t State,  because of the ban on handguns, it  might 
persuade more States  to adopt it and then ultimately the Federal.
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Tha t is the approach. If  9 or 10 or 12 o r 13 Sta tes get into it. maybe those other 300-some Congressmen will be persuaded. That is the idea. Obviously, you won’t be able to take the Federa l thing in one giant bait.
Mr. Walker. In my statement was the point that  there is no less than nine States curre ntly working in the same general area tha t we are. We vary in certain aspects of the approach to the problem and how to solve it but we meet twice a year and work on our problems, and try  to develop a mutual program towards this issue. I frankly think, and I thin k it's what these two gentlemen are also saying, tha t ultimately  it ’s got to be a Federal  law, otherwise, it’s not effective, it isn’t any more effective than  regist ration  is, but we are only going to see a Federal law when a number of States mandate  it, eithe r by local re ferendums or some other manner.
Mr. Conyers. I yield to my colleague from Illinois at this point.Mr. McClory. I apprecia te your testimony. I don’t think I have any questions.
Mr. Conyers. Mr. Mann.
Mr. Mann. No; I think,  Mr. Chairman, tha t they have stated  their position. I think you have commented on it appropriately .[The prepared statements  of Mr. Walker, Mr. Burden, and Mr. Dill follow:]
State m ent of  D w it e  W a lk er , C h a ir m a n , C it iz e n s  U ni te d to Save  L iv es

My intent today  is to emphasize some impor tan t facts , pro and con, and  of these fact s to highlight two or  three that  are  the main concern of the orga nization I represent.  First , let  me make it  very clear, our  concern is only the handgun, not  the rifle or shotgun.
Secondly, we do not  really have gun contro l in the United States. Only eight sta tes  out of fifty even require  licenses to buy handguns, and  only fou r sta tes  require reg istr atio n to own handguns.
In  Michigan, which is one of the  fou r sta tes  requiring reg istratio n, to possess a handgun legally  you must prove only that  you are  not a felon by a fingerpr int check, swe ar you’re not an alcoholic or a drug add ict and then you will get a permit to possess a gun. This  is not tough legislation  and  when you consider th at  Michigan is one of the strictest, we've got a long way to go.Everyone in th is room today  agrees that  we have a serious problem in the entire  United Sta tes and th at  someth ing must be done. You have  hea rd today  or will hear eventually the cry “trea t the  causes  not the symptons . . . the problem is really  a social one.” We contend that  social ills have been under tre atm ent for several decades and they are  not yet working. How long can we tole rate a nat ional increase  of 350% in homicides each decade. The re is a time for treating  symptons  while working on cures  . . . many living cancer vict ims will confirm that  stateme nt. Allev iating symptoms can give us the time  to effect cures. The gun lobby which you have alre ady  heard from and will speak aga in tomorrow’, advocates the  enforcement of the  existing laws  as their only answer  to the  problem. In  fact,  they really want to do away  with gun reg istratio n because it  encroaches on their  freedom. Enfo rcem ent of exis ting  laws will help contro l those homicides th at  are committed as a pa rt  of a felonious act such as brea king and enter ing, rape,  robbery,  etc., however, thi s represen ts only one out o f every four homicides.The remaining three  out of fou r homicides are the  prim e concern of my organization . These nearly 75% of all homicides occur outs ide a felonious act dur ing  an argumen t between relat ives,  friends,  or acqu ainta nces . There is no law th at  covers these homicides unt il the  person is dead. It  has  been sta ted  th at  “the  only way to stop domest ic killings is to pu t a policeman in every kitchen.”

Therefore, the first  poin t th at  I want you to remember  is that  thr ee  out  of fou r homicides are the  res ult  of an argument and  not a pa rt  of a felonious act. There is no law on the books th at  covers this category of homicides.



Let's get specific. The estimates indicate there are 150,000,000 guns in the United States and of this total 40,000,000 are  handguns. However, these 40 million handguns result in 79% of all gun homicides or over 10,000 deaths  each year. Of the three million handguns turned out last year in the United States, only 20% were of the “Saturday Night Special’’ variety. Therefore, banning the Saturday Night Special will not solve the problem. It  will only permit the domestic gun manufacture rs to produce more handguns and thus allow you to be killed by a higher quality handgun.
Registration is also not the answer. As I indicated earlier, most state s do not even have regist ration and in those four tha t have registrat ion, it is not really working. It's  not working for two reasons : (1) citizens are not registering all of thei r handguns, and in fact probably only one out of every four handguns in private possession are registered in Michigan, and (2) regis tration only tells law enforcement personnel who owns a parti cula r gun and allows them to track it in the event it is stolen. Registration only permits you to legally have a gun in your home, place of business, or to plink beer cans on Sunday in the woods. You are  jus t as dead with a registered handgun as one that is not registered.
Detroit data  shows tha t 15% of the handgun homicides last  year  were committed with registered guns. Registered guns do kill.Let’s not be disillusioned tha t the Michigan homicide rate is only a Detroit  problem for this  is not true. This position will be championed late r by two gentlemen who will attem pt to prove tha t homicides are a black problem. This is not entirely true. Whites are killing whites. During the past ten years the homicide level has risen 470% in Michigan and if you exclude Detroit from the state  figures, the homicide level in the rest of the state has risen 350%. Last year there were 1,482 homicides in Michigan of which 801 are  att rib utable to Detroit. The entire state does have a homicide problem.So once again we’re back to the point tha t three out of every four homicides are committed outside the law, either  in the home, in a bar, or over the back fence handguns tha t are  registered as well as unregistered. Also, these homicides are generally committed by law abiding citizens who have never before been in trouble with the law.
The final special concern of ours is the rising number of babies, children, and young people killed with handguns. Last  year there were almost 1.500 persons under 20 years of age killed by handguns in the United States. In Los Angeles last year there  were 210 guns confiscated in the public schools and as you a re aware, there  were two handgun deaths in Detroit  schools.My wife recently overheard a telephone conversation in her office. It  was a mother of a five year old talking to her mother who was babysitting with the boy tha t day. The young mother said, “Make sure the gun is out of the way so tha t Timmy won’t get it.” IIow many Timmys do we have to kill before we do something about the problem? The ready availabili ty of handguns in our society is literal ly going to be the death of all of us;  and, Gentlemen, if something is not done soon to dry up the supply. I’ll be back at  this same table next year pleading the same case. The only difference is tha t every year we let this gun cancer grow more innocent people will be kil led and the citizens will be more in favor  of results not talk.
Legislation at  the local or state level is not the answer. It  must ultimately be a Federal law. An example is New York City which has our stric test handgun law. The law presents problems for the City not because it's weak but because it cannot be effectively enforced because of the absence of similar laws in nearby jurisdictions. So how do we achieve Federal legislation?Very simply—by several state s mandating tha t a Federal law is required. At the present time there are no less than nine state s working on a handgun ban and as many as four of these states  could go to the Electorate in 1976. Therefore, we're not alone here in Michigan in our effort to stop this carnage by handguns.
The ready availabil ity of the handgun is one of the causes of our rising homicide rate. With 40 million guns in priva te possession and most of these handguns owned by decent law abiding citizens tha t have never been in trouble with the law;  they provide a reservoir of guns for the criminal to steal and also to be used to settle an argument. The pistol on the mantel, in the dresser drawer, or in the closet is often the final word in an argument.The handgun is not needed in our society. The handgun serves only one real purpose—to kill. Sportsmen champion the handgun for hunting reasons—but



how many rabbits, pheasants, deer, or bear do you know of tha t were killed 
by handguns? As for general sportsman use, Mr. Glassen, an ex-l’resident of 
the NRA who will speak tomorrow, has stated  tha t there are  only 4,000 pistol 
sportsmen in Michigan. This says tha t only 1 out of every 1,000 handgun 
owners is a true  sportsman. Once again, there is only one reason to possess a 
handgun and tha t is to kill another human being.

Therefore, nothing short of a tota l ban on the possession of handguns by 
priva te citizens will do the job. A ban on Saturday Night Specials, regis tra
tion, or mandatory sentences will only affect par t of the problem. Only if we 
make it illegal to produce or possess a handgun at  all will we begin to dry 
up the supply available to the crimina l and to decrease the availability of handguns tha t are used to kill a friend, relative, or acquaintance.

My organization numbers several thousand active supporters. We support 
present  legislation in Lansing and Washington, and specifically the Vaughn 
Bill in Lansing and the Hart /Bin gham Bill in Washington to ban handguns 
for priva te use. If there  laws fail to materialize, we will probably be one 
of the several states  that will go to the Electorate in 1976.

[Subsequent to the hearings, the following le tter was received from 
Mr. Wa lke r:]

Citizen s United to Save Lives,
Grosse Pointe Woods, Mich., June24 ,1975.Representative J ohn  Conyers, J r.,

House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear R ep. Conyers, Fi rs t of all I want to thank you for the opportunity of 
testifying at  the Detroit hearings. There are two important facts  tha t I feel are 
extremely relevant to the entire issue tha t I think one of your staff members 
should investigate—not only in Detroit—but nationally.

Much was said at the Detroit  hearings tha t unemployment was a prime con
tributor to the number of homicides. Let me illus trate  tha t this is not true. The
homicides by year for the City of Detroit are as  follows:

1955—146 1965—204
1956—111 1966—232
1957—126 1967—332
1958—116 1908—403
1959—127 1969—488
1960—157 1970—550
1961—141 1971—690
1962—143 1972—693
1963—137 1973—751
1964—138 1974—801

Certainly there  was no unemployment problem of any magnitude until the 
fourth  quar ter of ’74 so therefore  unemployment is not a major factor in the rise 
in homicides. Examining the above da ta clearly indicates tha t it was the social 
unres t that made Detroit an armed camp in the late 60’s.

Lastly, and of very great  concern to us, is tha t long guns have now replaced 
knives as the number two weapon used in homicides—at least  for the first five 
months of 1975. We are currently checking data  from other major cities to see 
if they are experiencing the same problem. If the trend is there  then we're only 
kidding ourselves by trying to solve the handgun problem. It  is our preliminary 
analysis—and only tha t—that  since there is a move on to confiscate handguns 
and there  are currently no restrictions on long guns tha t the citizens are now 
buying proportionally more long guns. We frankly have no solution to the problem 
but only point it out for your consideration and investigation.

Sincerely,
Dwit e Walker , Ch airm an .

Statement by Co-Ciiairpe rso ns, T homas B urden and Kenne th  Dill , 
Citizens  F or P istol Control

Gentlemen. I would like to speak on behalf of th e ten thousand U.S. citizens 
who unselfishly gave the ir lives in 1973 so tha t we all might continue to enjoy 
the economic prosperity brought about by the ever increasing handgun sales 
in the country.
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Consider the  th ril l th at  a boy has  when his  fa th er  takes him out  to the  range 
Sunday af te r church and allows  him to shoo t his .22 pisto l at  hum an shaped 
target s. Such fine spo rts as thi s hav e helpe d make  our nat ion  the  most pros 
perous gun producer, and  the  most  gun let ha l society, in the his tory  of the 
world. Since more and more people each yea r give up their lives in abandon 
to the American obsession with gun, it  seems th at  more and more people have 
come to the  conclusion  th a t the preservat ion  of such a cul ture is wor th the  
ult imate  sacrifice.

No other democracy in the  world observes any “r igh t” to bear arms; and  
some dems in which citizen s’ rights  are l>etter protected, tha n in ours  (e.g., 
such as Eng land  and the  Scandinav ian countries) , our  arms control  policies 
would he considered laughable. The U.S. not only ran ks no. 1 among the nat ions 
of the  world  in the  number of gun dea ths,  hu t the  total  of gun death s per  year 
in all free  nat ions does not  equal the  number of gun death s in the  U.S. alone. 
Some 200,000 people in the  U.S. are  wounded by firea rms each year  result ing  
in paralyzat ion , ster iliz atio n, dismemberment, blindness, deafness  and other 
disabling effects.

Guns are  responsible for  an average  of 09 death s each day in America. In 
1973 each of the ten lar gest U.S. cities had  a homicide ra te  grea ter  tha n North
ern Ireland . Eng land  and Wales, combined, had  35 m urders in 1973—NYC, w ith 
14 the  population, had  23 t imes  that  number of murders with handguns alone. 
More Americans are  kille d by guns in a 39 hour period than  are kill ed in all 
of England for  a year.

What are  some of the  reasons  for thi s frig htenin g discrepancy  in comparing  
the U.S. murde r ra tes with those of the rest of the world? In Br ita in  for  
example, no one may carry  a firearm at  nig ht ; anyone  who wants  a long gun 
for  hun ting  must get a cer tific ate from the local police chief before lie may buy 
the  gun ; gun dea lers  mu st verify a buyer’s cert ifica te, reg ister all  transa ctions 
in guns and ammo and tak e the  ser ial number of each weapon and  rep ort  it 
to the  police. The res ult  is th at  in England  in 1970 the  gun homicide ra te  was  
abou t .05 per 100,000. The  U.S. gun homicide ra te  in 1970 we est imate  to have 
been about 5.5 per 100.000.

Serious  forms of gun control, we believe can and will have some reducing 
effect on the  incidence of violent crime. The re can be no remaining doub t th at  
crimes of violence cer tain ly bear a significant relatio nsh ip with  possession  and 
ownership  of weapons of violence. Says Stephen Seitz, of the Univers ity of 
Minneso ta, wr itin g in Law and Society Rev iew, quoting Newton and  Zimring 
from their  1970 study on firearms and vio lence:

The data  f rom  three  sources  document  tha t the  propor tion of pun use in vio 
lence r ises and fal ls with, pun ownership. Sta tis tic s from Detroit show  tha t fire
arms violence  increased aft er  an increase in  handgun acquisitions. Regional 
comparisons show tha t the  percen tage of pun use in  violent  attack s paralle ls 
the rate  of pun ownership. A stu dy  of puns used in homicides, robberies and 
assau lts in eigh t major  citie s show tha t citie s with  the highest propor tion of 
pun use in one crime tend to have a high proportion of pun use in othe r crimes.

The fact  th at  crimes of gun violence in a  certa in region are  rel ate d to the  
incidence of gun ownersh ip is amptly dem ons trated by the  following sta tist ics . 
In a breakdown of gun death s per 100.000 per region compared with the  per
centages of people owning guns per region the  cor rela tion  between  gun owner
ship  and gun crimes becomes strikin gly  cle ar :
Gun ow nersh ip: . Percent

South __________________________________________________________59
Midwest ________________________________________________________51
West __________________________________________________________ 49
No rtheas t ______________________________________________________ 33
U.S. A ___________________________________________________________50

Percent homicides by gun :
South __________________________________________________________72
Midwest  _______________________________________________________ 00
West ___________________________________________________________59
Northw est _____________________________________________________ 44
U.S. A ___________________________________________________________65

We believe the  conclusion  is inesc apab le th at  the mere fact  th at  guns are  
available adds  to the  dimensions of the  gun violence problem. Th is is so, we 
believe, for two reason s: f irst  t hat  the more readily  ava ilab le guns are the more
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like ly  th ey  are  to  he  ra nd om ly  pick ed  up  an d used  by  po ss ib le as sa il an ts . Sec 
ond, we th in k  th a t a hi gh  per ce nt ag e ow ne rs hi p legi tim iz ed  gu n ow ne rshi p an d 
us e and th ere fo re  co ntr ib ute s to  tl ie  te nd an cy  to  us e th e  de vice  in ev ery da y 
lif e.  Gun  co nt ro l wou ld  ha ve  th e ce rt a in  im m ed at e ef fect of  re du ci ng  th e to ta l 
nu m be r of la w fu l gu n o w n ers ; and th is  fa c t alo ne , we  a re  co nv ince d,  wo uld 
se rv e to  re du ce  th e incide nc e of  gun  cr im e.

B u t th e re  are  thos e wh o wo uld arg ue  th a t su bs eq uen t to  th e  pa ss ag e of  eff ec
ti ve gu n co nt ro l le gi sl at io n th er e a re  th os e am on g us , wh o, ben t on th e  per
p e tr a ti o n  of  vi ol en t cr im e,  wou ld pro cu re  ot he r wea po ns  of  th e  sa m e fo rc e an d 
ef fect as  gu ns  an d th a t th er ef or e,  in  th e lon g ru n,  th e inci de nc e of vi ol en t cr im e 
wou ld  no t he  sign ifi ca nt ly  re du ce d.  T his  co nt en tio n,  is  ac co rd in g to  Se itz , ho w
ev er , ba se d on tw o que st io na bl e as su m pt io ns . *

T he se  as su m pt io ns  a re : 1) al l, or mo st,  de ad ly  a tt ack s a re  m otiva te d by a 
si ng le  minde d in te n ti on ; an d 2) al l, or  mo st,  wea po ns  which  m ig ht  he su b
st it u te d  fo r a fi re ar m  are  as  le th a l as  fir ea rm s.

In  fa ct , ho wev er , m os t of  th e  ho mic ides  oc cu ring  da ily in th is  co un try a re  
no t th e re su lt  of  sing le  minde d del ib er at ed  pl an ne d en te rp ri se s bu t com e abo ut *
by am bi gu ou sly m ot iv at ed  de ad ly  at ta cks,  e.g.,  su dd en  tem pe r-pr od uc ed  a lt e r
cat io n  w ith fr ie nd  or re la tive.  A Chica go  stud y do ne  in 1967 sh ow ed  th an  82% 
of th e Ch ica go  ho mic ides  th a t y ear w er e re su lt s of  a lt e rc ati ons ar ound th e  
home  invo lv ing mo ney, liqu or  an d th e lik e. On ly 30% of  th e vi ct im s of fa ta l 
gun sh ot  wou nd s in th e st ud y w er e wou nd ed  by more th an  one  shot . W hi le  d a ta  
a re  no t av ai la ble  on th e nu m be r of  sh ot s fir ed  in  ea ch  case,  i t  may  be  re ad il y  
as su m ed  th a t th e  m ajo ri ty  of th e 70%  of  sin gle-wou nd  ho mic ides  oc cu rred  in  
si tu a ti ons w he re  th e  a tt ack er did no t exhaust  th e m ul tipl e sh ot ca pac ity  of  th e  
fi re ar m . F in al ly , in 54% of  th e si tu ati ons,  ob se rv ed  in  th e st udy, which  led to  
a ho mic ide th e police no te d th a t th e  of fend er  or  th e  vict im , or  bo th , had  been  
dri nk in g  p ri o r to  th e homicid e.

I t  is  no t th e  m uc h- fe ar ed  pro fe ss io na l ki ller , or  ho od lum, ben t on hum an  
des tr uct io n , th a t fires on ly one sh ot  of th is  piece in to  hi s vi ct im  an d ge ts  p la s
te re d  be fo re  do ing th e  d ir ty  de ed . Per so ns  wh o co mm it ho m ic ides  in  th is  
fa sh io n a re  people like  you an d me—je al ous lov ers , husb an ds or wives, ir a te  
fr ie nds ar gu in g over a po ke r ga me an d an ge red ne ighb or s. In  fa ct,  th e la te s t 
F B I cr im e st a ti st ic s show  th e fo llo w in g vi ct im -a ss ai la nt  re la ti o n sh ip s :

Percent of nil 
homicides nationwide

Sp ouse  ki ll in g sp ou se ___________________________________________________ 12. 3
Pa rent , ki ll in g ch ild______________________________________________________  3. 2
O th er  fam ily ki ll in gs ___________________________________________________ 7 .7
R om an tic tr ia ngle  arg um ents _____________________________________________  7. 5
O th er  arg um en ts ________________________________________________________  40.3

The se  fig ures  in dic at e th a t a fu ll  71%  of  al l th e m urd er s in  th is  nati on  w er e 
co m m it ted be tw ee n pe op le wh o kn ew  ea ch  ot he r well  en ou gh  to  a t le ast  bec om e 
inv olve d in an  ar gum en t ov er  a p ri or ev en t. Thi s leav es  a re m ai nin g 29% of  
th e na ti on ’s m ur de rs  th a t were co m m it te d in  th e cl as si ca l fe lo ni ou s se tt in g  of  
TV  an d de te ct iv e stor y fame.  I t is  th ere fo re  co nc lusiv e to ass e rt  th a t th e fi rs t 
of  th e  tw o as su m pt io ns  in th e “s ubst it u ti on  hy po th es is” ad va nc ed  by th e  ad 
vers ari es of  st ri c t gu n co nt ro l is w ithout fa ctu al or  logica l m er it .

R eg ar din g th e  sec ond as su m pt io n of  th e “subst it u tion  hypo th es is ”— th a t mos t 
wea po ns  se ize d as  fi re ar m s- su bst itu te s w ill  lie, in  actu a l use. as  de ad ly  as  fir e
ar m s them se lves , some  en ligh te ni ng  fig ures  c an  be bro ug ht to  inve ig h again st  th e 
as su m pt io n.  D et ro it  G en eral  H osp ital  s ta ti st ic s sh ow  th a t fo r ev ery 1,000 kn if e 
a tt ack s 27 of th e vi ct im s ac tu ally  di e of  th e ir  wo un ds , but th a t fo r ev ery 1,000 
pi st ol  a tt acks 104 of  th e vic tim s di e of  th e ir  wou nd s. The se  fig ures  te ll  us  
th a t,  in actu al use . th e pis to l is  5 tim es  as  de ad ly  as  th e kn ife,  which  is  th e  
nex t mos t com mo nly  us ed  we ap on . T his  ra ti o  of on e kni fe  death  fo r ev ery five 
pi stol  dea th s w as  conf irm ed  by a 19(57 Chica go  st ud y.  I t cannot be co nv incing ly  
m ai nta in ed  th a t an  a tt ack er w ith a knif e has an y le ss  fe lo ni ou s in te n t th an  
an  a tt ack e r w ith  a pi stol . I t  is  no t peop le th a t k il l;  it  is  th e wea po ns  th ey  
em pl oy  in  th e process.

I t  is  th us ob served  th a t bo th  as su m pt io ns under ly in g th e  pre val en t “s ubst i
tu ti on  hy po th es is” m ust  fa il  in li gh t of  th e  s ta ti s ti c a l an d fa c tu a l ca se  aga in s t 
them . Ther e is th er ef ore  no re as on  to  be lie ve  th a t tr u ly  ef fect ive an ti -h an dgun  
le gi sl at io n wi ll no t im m ed ia te ly , an d in  th e  long  ru n,  re du ce  th e co nt in ua lly  
ri si ng  nu m be r of vio le nt  cr im es .
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A major ques tion th at  must occupy the mind of any tho ugh tfu l leg isla tor 
considering  the  possible  bann ing of small firea rms mus t be the  mot ivat ions  
th at compel people to so emotiona l an identification  with these  weapons. Strong 
emotional atta chme nt to one’s guns  and  emotional involvement  witli the  ban
ning issue are fac tors  tliu t are  obvious to even the  most unso phisticated  
observer.

Fi rs t of all, let  us deal  with the ques tion of emotional attachm ent to these  
weapons. I t is our  position and belief  th at  thi s emot ional  attachm ent lias its 
origins in a des ire for a rom ant ic ident ifica tion witli our his tor ica l past among 
gun ow ners; we also believe that,  to a certa in degree at  leas t, the love of guns 
ema nate s from a desi re to dem ons trate a mascu line demeanor.

Says Car l Bakal  in his The  Right to Bear  An tis—
The inte res t in  guns is also a par t of our heritage stem ming from the days 

of the wild and woolly west , when bolste red hardw are came into it s own as 
a visib le insignia of vir ili ty.  A gun was the great equalizer, (the “final judge 
in disputes of land, water, title , gambling debts  and ‘wimm in’ ”) as long us 
each disputant  carried one of Sam Colt’s arbi ters on his hip.

In  one of his Texas talcs, Fra nk J. Dobie wri tes : “A local citiz en strode up 
to Jude "Three-legged Wil lie Wilkin son ’s” table, pulled out a bowie kn ife  and 
said:  "Your honor, this is the law in this  cou ntry”, said the judge,  pulling 
out a six-shooter ; "This  is the constitution tha t overrides tha t laic.”

Many people today st ill  thin k th at  the  supreme law is the gun and  have  
shown a cont inued reli anc e upon its decisive blast over any fa ith  in the  estab
lished legal  order. The fe ar  that  many of our  citiz ens express abou t being vic
timized by crime and thei r need for  protectio n the re from are seen by many as 
jus tify ing  the  reli anc e on the gun as provid ing quick and sure just ice.  In  dis
cussing the issue of gun cont rol with  many i>eople in the midwest, we have 
come to feel th at  all  too many people reason th at  since  judges are "so ft” , laws 
are  weak and prosecutors are ineffective in stopping the  crim inal elem ent from 
doing its crim inal  deeds, the  last  resort  for  personal secu rity  and protection 
must be the  home and the gun th at  gua rds  it. The subu rban  frame  house  is 
viewed as the  las t f ronti er outpos t nestled  precariously  close to an untamed wil
derness of the  outs ide world which is replete with  ana rch ists , milita nts , junkies  
and degenerates . Unfortunate ly, for  thi s poin t of view, figures show us th at  a 
gun kept for  protectio n in the  family home is six times  more likely to be used 
on a family member  or acq uaintance  th an  again st any intrudi ng stra nge r.

Marvin Wolfgang, of the University  of Penn sylvania , has  argu ed th at  the 
sex age male (14 to 21 years  old) is the  most highly  assoc iated  with violent 
crime. In  addition  he suggests th at  his physically  aggressive behavior  con
verges with  the  notions about the  masculine  ideal.  In  thi s context, the  gun has, 
all  too often, become the  ins tru me nt of the  young man’s assertion of his 
sexuality .

Car l Baka l, in refe rence to the  mot ivat ion which impels hunte rs to a love 
of the ir weapons, quotes an Esquire  ar tic le ;

There is a strong emot ional bind between mos t serious  spor tsmen and the 
firearms they use. They may not recognize it ;  if  they do, they may be reluc tant 
to admit it. Bu t it is there. Wi tho ut gett ing deeply  immersed in the psychology 
of the hunter-gun rela tionship . I t involves personal  image, ego, and a sense of 
power. A man wi th  a gun imposes his wil l fa r beyond him sel f and his sense 
of power is increased man yfold.

Bak al also notes  how the young American boy is raised on the milk of the 
gun cul ture from his  ea rli es t years :

"Guns or replicas of them,” says  the  Washington  Post ’s Allan Bar th, "Are  
given  as play things to Amer ican boys in the same way tha t dolls are given as 
play things to American girls. I t is as though young  American  males were being 
prepared for careers in man slau ghter as young American females  arc pre
pared for  careers in motherhood.”

It  is clear,  from the experience of us all, th at  American boys from the  time 
they are  horn are  raised with the  identi ty of gun violence. It  is lit tle  wonder 
th at  so many of American men today see such a th re at  to their  persona l identi 
ties when the  subject of gun control is raised.

Throughout thi s statement , we have  at  times adverted to the  long gun and 
its  owner. Our group, however , seeks only the  abo lition of the  priva te owner
ship  of pistols (i.e., any gun und er the leng th rtf 30 inches designed to be shot  
with  one ha nd ). The observations we have  made with reference to the  emo
tion al atta chm ents to long guns apfdy with  equa l force, we believe, to pistol s



and tlieir owners. But the pistol is distinguishable from the long gun, for our 
purposes, because it is the source of most of the gun murders in the U.S. and 
because it is designed for no other purpose than to shoot people. Long guns, 
arguably, have the function of being used in game hunting, a use to which the 
pistol is not adapted. Handguns alone account for 53% of all the homicides 
committed annually in this country leaving the other 47%, a minority, to be 
shared between all other types of weapons, g reat and small complex and simple. 
Over 10.000 people met thei r ends through the use and misuse of Handguns las t 
year alone.

We therefore recommend tha t this  honorable subcommittee vote out a bill 
providing for the abolition of the  priva te ownership of handguns through the 
U.S., with exceptions only for the police, the military and licensed collectors 
and sports persons. It  is believed that the more stringent the action taken 
against  the handgun, the more effective we will be in reducing our homicide 
rate. We recognize tha t with the ingrained values of the gun culture will be 
prosecuted heart ily by certa in powerful political groups;  and we appreciate 
the difficulty many of you may have in overcoming the temptation to yield to 
their  pressures; but we also feel tha t the overriding interes t of the people of the 
United States lay in reducing the number of the senselessly wounded and 
killed victims of the  handgun. The highest duty of the legislator lay in serving 
the most profound interests of his const ituency: we urge you to act in light 
of tha t duty.

Mr. Conyers. Our next witness is Dr. James Woodruff.
He is accompanied by students from the H enry Ford High School, 

Mr. Paul Elli s and James  Malesa.
Dr. Woodruff has distinguished himself in his service to our com

munity in the educational field. He is now heading up the University 
of Detroit in a singula rly important position and we welcome you. 
We have your prepared testimony. I t’s incorporated into the record, 
we invite you to proceed in any way you choose.

TESTIM ONY OF DR. JAM ES WOODRUFF, PR ES IDEN T, DETRO IT 
METRO POL ITAN YOUTH FOUN DATION

Dr. Woodruff. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My statement will be 
brief.

I t will not be a factua l data  statement. I feel that  you have re
ceived adequate testimony on tha t part.  Our impact will be to  give 
you some grass roots or emotional feeling about the impact of the  
needed legislation.

Mr. Chairman, it ’s an honor for me to have this oportunity  to 
test ify before your committee. Aly name is James Woodruff and 
I am president of the Metropolitan Detro it Youth Foundation, a 
youth advocacy organizat ion dealing with the effects and solutions 
of youth problems and development.

The Metropol itan Detro it Youth Foundation is vita lly concerned 
about adequate gun legislation. We have held seminars with the stu
dents in our student resource centers  to ascertain the ir feelings and 
opinions on this matter . The need for amendment of Federal fire
arms laws is the  consensus of opinion among these students.

I think it is safe and accurate to state tha t the number of youth 
tha t are carrying guns is increasing, part icularly  in high  schools, a t 
an alarming rate. Many of these younger citizens do not necessarily 
carry their guns with the intent of harming anyone else or  commit
ting  a felony. I t is the feeling of the youth that we interviewed, es
pecially those who live closer to the center city, that the major ity of
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the youth carry guns for  the purpose of protecting themselves f rom 
other youth who have guns. I t is a growing feeling among the youth 
that  everyone else has a gun, or jus t about everyone else, ami unless 
they have a gun also, they render themselves defenselss in any con
fron tation which might arise. Needless to say, the carrying of guns 
leads to severe and dire consequences. I am sure all of you are fa
mil iar with the accidental shootings, the arguments  tha t would 
normally result, at most, in a fist fight and frequently results in a 
manslaughter or murde r situation. Ultimately, the consequence of 
the passions of youth, be it anger, positive emotion or whatever, is 
sometimes significantly aggravated by the mere presence of a
handgun. .

Our investigation indicated that an overwhelming majority  ot 
youth  are in favor of some type of restric ted handgun legislation. 
The most frequent fear expressed is that the legislation will not bo 
effective, that a law will be passed and become of no significance 
because of the lack of stringent enforcement. If  the law is not ade- 
qately enforced, it will not reduce the fear  within  youth tha t they 
are total ly defenseless in a weapon-carrying society.

I don’t feel tha t this  aspect can be over emphasized. I feel that 
legislation such as the Bartley-Fox legislation of Massachusetts 
would be the  minimum type  of legislation tha t should be adopted on 
a nationa l scale. Feelings were especially strong in advocating the 
right to maintain a weapon for the defense of  the home, to be kept 
only in the home, in  support  of the Consti tution or one inte rpreta 
tion of the Constitution.

While I  feel assured th at  other witnesses will help to contribute the 
necessary statistics and suppor tive data  that may be needed or de
sired by this committee, I  would like to provide a personal observa
tion of some of the less publicized consequences of the rampant use 
of handguns  in our society. I had the occasion to be at one of the 
nationally advertised hamb urger  facilities in this  c ity recently when 
two young men appearing to be between the ages of 16 and 18 
attempted to rob the facility. One of the young men was carry ing a 
sawed-off shotgun underneath his coat, the other  one had a .45 
caliber pistol in his pocket. I will never forge t the feeling of fear 
that haunted me when th is .45 caliber p istol was stuck in my ribs and 
I  was told not to move. But more important,  the effect of such a 
situation , even when the robbery was not successfully completed, was 
that one of the robbers, the one with  the sawed-off shotgun, became 
excited and shot out the neon sign. I remember seeing a woman wi th 
three small children at her side, one of which was approximate ly 
18 months of age. This child went into  complete hys terics at the blast 
of the gun. I can recall the concern of other customers as another 
lady, who apparent ly had a heart attack out of the fear  created by 
such a situation. I  also remember seeing o ther small chi ldren panick 
ing and crying, obviously not able to comprehend the situation.

This  situat ion, the use of handguns in our society, creates fear, 
anxiety, and apprehension in the minds of the very young and our 
older citizens, a fear  tied to a situat ion that we cannot unders tand, 
nor can they control. I  feel tha t the Government of the  United States 
has the responsibility to protect  our citizens from this type of anx-
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iety, fear, and the feeling of helplessness. I wholeheartedly endorse 
handgun legislation and feel that  it must have prope r enforcement 
with penalties imposed upon offenders tha t would tru ly operate as 
a deterrent to the majority of the citizens in order to reduce this 
grave and dangerous situation.

Mr. Chairman.  I  thank you fo r th is opportunity  to  reflect the feel
ing of  the Metropoli tan D etroit  Youth Foundation, and I have taken 
the liber ty to bring two s tudents  from our region 4 s tudent resource 
center to fur ther ampli fy the youth viewpoint by responding to 
questions the committee may have.

Mr. Conyers. Do these young men have a statement they would 
like to make?

Dr. Woodruff. Not a prepared  statement.
Mr. Conyers. Let me ask Pau l Elli s and James  Melisa, what do 

you think about the situat ion and what are the students thinking  
about it in the school ?

Mr. E llis. Well, basically, Mr. Chairman, there  is a usage of h and 
guns in the Detroit  public schools, I  see tha t in everyday life in the 
public schools and I thin k tha t not only the person in possession of 
the gun, but the person who illegally  sells that,  and there is a big 
black market  on the Saturday night special in Detroit;  they should 
be prosecuted and tr ied in exact same way as a pusher would be, sell
ing drugs, or a user of drugs.

Mr. Conyers. We had one medical doctor who treats many people 
who are shot by handguns in our society in Washington tell us t ha t 
out on the schoolyards in 'Washington, D.C., fo r as l ittl e as $12 you 
can buy,  almost anybody can buy, a cheap handgun.

Mr. E llis. That is true.
Mr. Melisa. Mr. Chairman, I am sure that  mostly everybody is 

aware of the fact tha t handguns in the school are a very serious 
problem, and in the pape r it ’s not uncommon to read about a shoot
ing that goes on in a school. To obtain handguns at a public school 
is re latively  easy i f you contact the correct people.

Mr. Conyers. What do you think about the utili ty of policemen 
in the schools? Has tha t—T know this is peripheral, but has tha t 
contributed to the—to any helpfulness in the situation?

Mr. Meltsa. You mean as a deterrent?
Mr. Conyers. Yes.
Mr. Melisa. The students like T, personally, feel tha t the awareness 

tha t the students have of the police officer there makes them think 
twice of any act that they might want to do to harm anybody else 
or to jump them even with a knife or just to threaten  to beat up 
someone, it  seems to have helped.

Mr. Conyers. Some were afraid  tha t it might  produce an adverse 
effect of making people resent the fact tha t police officers were there. 
I am glad to hear you say that .

Mr. E llis. In our school, for example, well, there is hardly any 
trouble between kids and the police officers. They are quite friendly.  
The only people tha t have to  really look out for them are the people 
who are doing something illegal or possess something illegal.

Mr. Conyers. So you see, in this  problem, the fact tha t those who 
are carry ing guns are forcing other people to think about carrying
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guns as a defense, which only heightens and exacerbates the likeli 
hood tha t innocent people are going to get involved in gun homi
cides.

Mr. Ellis. Right .
Mr. Conyers. I s that a conclusion that you would be willing to  say 

the majority of young people in the Detroit school system would 
endorse, or are you prepared  to make such a statement?

Mr. E llis. That statement is a t rue  statement because tha t is basic
ally the same, it ’s even with the students  carrying  knives. I would 
say from my information, tha t—from my friends at school, that a 
very high percentage even just carry  knives, not to h urt  someone, but  
for  protection, if anything came up, where someone else pulled a 
weapon on them, they would be-----

Mr. Conyers. If  we were the Detroit Board  of Educat ion, the 
superin tendent , and all the big muckity-mucks, what would you tell 
us to help reverse that situation in the schools? I don’t know how ive 
can proceed with  the learning responsibility if many of the kids are 
sit ting up wondering  how they are going to get home or if they are 
going to get beat up over a quar ter tha t they have in the ir pocket, 
or if they are going to have to defend themselves against some vio
lent attack? I low do we go into this problem, aside from Federal 
firearms regulation?

Mr. Ellis. Fi rs t of all, mostly the  crimes th at are committed with 
groups in the schools are from students or teenagers tha t are—tha t 
don' t go to the school; they are from the neighborhood or whatever, 
and if these people were eliminated, we wouldn’t have the problem 
in such a quantity.

Air. Conyers. But there are safety patrols;  there are security 
guards. We have policemen.

Air. E llis. But they can’t be at every door. There are so many 
ways in and out of tha t school.

Air. AIelisa. Our school consists of one police officer assigned to 
the school and one security guard  who has to cover the school. I know 
for  a fact Henry Ford Hig h School has the longest halls in the city 
of Detroi t and being in two places at once is impossible.

Air. Conyers. Air. AIcClory.
Air. AIcClory. Thank you, Air. Chairman. I ’m try ing  to determine 

what Federal legislation would be important , as far  as helping to 
correct this situation, and I would assume t hat  mandatory penalties, 
are you—which is P aul Elli s—Paul, you mentioned the fact that if 
we were to trea t these people that deal in guns the same as we deal 
with people that  deal in drugs, that would be a deterrent . In  other 
words, if we had tougher mandatory penalties?

Air. E llis. Right.
Air. AIcClory. Affecting the trafficker in illegal weapons or deal

ing illegally in weapons, tha t would be helpfu l. So tha t would be 
one way in which we could deal with it.

Another way we could deal with it would be to outlaw the Sa tur 
day night special so that, while it wouldn’t eliminate them immedi
ately, but it would, over a period of time—it would reduce the avai l
ability of the Satu rday  night special, and as far as gun registra tion  
is concerned, except to the extent tha t that might—that  might inter-
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pose some res triction on interstate  traffic, it wouldn’t have a notice
able effect because you are not dealing in guns that are registered, 
for  one thing.

Mr. Elias. At one time they might  have been registered.
Mr. McClory. But it’s not the registered owner tha t is involved 

here; tha t is all bootleg merchandise tha t you’re dealing with.
There are some suggestions to strengthen the laws with regard to 

pawnbrokers  and I unders tand that;  I think that  30 to 35 percent  
of the crimes tha t are committed are committed with—where there #is a gun used, that they are committed with a handgun that was 
purchased from a pawnbroker. Now, tha t would—that might  help, 
too, wouldn’t it, because I  imagine tha t some of these guns come 
from tha t source? *

Mr. Melisa. Even the case of someone break ing into a pawnshop 
or any type of shop tha t sells firearms and s tealing  the  gun and then 
going on the street corner and peddling it—you can get it a lot 
cheaper on the street than you would if you were going to a pawn
shop, in some cases.

Mr. McClory. Le t’s follow tha t one po int further.  If  there was a 
requirement for every citizen to repo rt every stolen weapon, that 
would be important,  wouldn’t it, if we had a record of the stolen 
weapons, where the—where the  the ft took place, tha t would help us 
too, wouldn’t it?

Mr. Melisa. Right.
Mr. McClory. I ’m try ing  to think of those things that might  help 

reduce the ability , the presence of guns, and to try  to get at the 
criminal use of guns, get away from this other subject, which is very, 
very interesting , which was the subject of the previous testimony, 
about the accidental deaths tha t are caused from guns, and, you 
know, the household offenses tha t occur where husbands shoot wives 
and wives shoot husbands when they get into an argument, those 
are serious, I ’m not questioning that , but  I thin k we’re more con
cerned about the crime on the street and the crime tha t exists in the 
school yard,  or the school corridor, because of the presence of a 
handgun.

Mr. Conyers. If  my colleague will yield on tha t, perhaps these » 
young folks have pressed us into a crucible to  thin k about this.

Mr. McClory. Right.
Mr. Conyers. We are grat eful to Dr. Woodruff for bring ing them 

here.
Now, the young person who carries a gun, as I  unders tand it  from 

you, he has a gun to protect himself against  aggression?
Mr. Melisa. No, not in all cases, Mr. Chairman. Some young peo

ple might  feel that to have a gun is the in-th ing and if you have a 
gun, like I say, you know, you are with it or you show some typ e of 
authority,  and some kids do like having a gun and they are not 
ashamed to use it or use i t as a means of force to push you around.

Mr. Conyers. That is the problem. Tha t kind of kid, and the kid 
that gets a gun out of fear of tha t kind of kid. Are those the  crim
inals on the street tha t we are worried about, tha t cause trouble in a 
McDonald hamburger stand, the people tha t are stealing the guns-
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out, of houses? The point that  you have me thinking about now is 
that  in your poll you said the 'young people are very strongly for 
keeping the weapon for self defense in the homes, but the capta in 
representing the head of the Michigan State  Police said that  moie 
<runs were stolen out of homes in the first quarter of 1975 than there  
were in  all of 1966. Do you see the problem? Two-th irds of the peo
ple ki lled with guns a ren’t in a hamburger stand. One-third of them 
are and there is no question they  have to be dealt with, without any 
fear  or favor. But  what about all the kids that are cany ing  guns 
because they want  to  be big or they want to be hip, or they want to 
be in with the latest  trend, or they want to be different? Many of 
them are going to get into gun accidents. They didn’t intend to 10b 
a hamburger stand. They got into arguments  with somebody and 
they had a gun on them .'Have you had tha t happen in the school?

Mr. Meltsa. Sure.
Mr. E lets. Sure.
Mr. Meltsa. Ju st  -----
Mr. Conyers. ITow do you resolve this discussion tha t you and I 

and Mr. McClory have going here? Do you see some complicated 
problems that we’re try ing  to sort out?

Mr. E lets. Right .
Mr. Conyers. W hat do you think?
Dr. AVoodruff. If  I could make one clar ification, in terms of your 

discussions, the  weapon for the defense of the home, they  advocate 
the long gun and not the pistol.

Mr. Conyers. I ’m sorry. I don’t thin k tha t was clear. Th at’s a 
very im portant point.

Mr. Mann ?
Mr. Mann. All righ t. AAV talk  about mandatory  sentences as a 

solution, admitted ly, just  a solution, or a one step. That, would cover 
selling, possessions, firearms violations. AAdiat do you think an appro
pria te mandatory sentence would be for the illegal possession of a 
firearm ?

Mr. Meltsa. AArell. Mr. Mann,  T don’t know for Paul, but, on mvsel f, 
I —mandatory  sentences, depending on the length of time, migh t 
cause someone, in a fit of rage, to think twice, but,  then, again, there 
is the, death penalty tha t might really cause them to think twice, 
but there are some people tha t also say in a fit of rage you commit all 
kinds of weird acts, th at  you don’t th ink at all. So, toward like pre 
meditated murder, something like tha t, an extended sentence or 
death penalty  migh t be ineffective.

Mr. Mann. AAV have to stop this  business of people carrying guns. 
AA’hat  would be a mandatory?

Mr. E lets. A stiff sentence wouldn’t be w orth your while to  carry  
it.

Air. Conyers. If  we had a mandatory  sentence, how many fewer 
kids would show up on the school yards with guns?

Mr. Meltsa. That, is hard to say.
Mr. Conyers. We have to projec t that .
Dr. AVoodrfff. Tf I may iust comment on that. T think  the  present 

enforcement situat ion, part icularly for youth that has not been in-
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volved in any prio r difficulty, found with the possession of a gun, 
it might  not ever lead to even a prosecution of the youth at the 
present time. I t’s the consensus of opinion t ha t the  1-to 2-year manda
tory sentence would be a major deterrent in the eyes of the youth 
tha t we interviewed about carr ying  a gun. If  they knew tha t they 
were found with a gun, and faced a mandatory  2 years  sentence, th e 
incidence of this occurring  would decrease very, very rapidly. As I 
emphasized before, most of them carry it out of fear  of being de
fenseless, or the fear of the 2-year sentence would probably be as 
great, if not greater tha n any other fear that  they presently have.

Air. Conyers. I f the gentleman would yield  just  for one question. 
Tha t—don’t you know, as I suspect tha t the teachers as well as the 
kids know, who is carry ing the gun?

Mr. Ellis. No.
Mr. Conyers. There  are laws about carry ing guns to school. We 

don’t have to pass a m andatory law. Kids do not have the  legal righ t 
to come to the school o r schoolyard with  guns now. I  was just  wonder
ing if th at would really do the trick ?

Dr. Woodruff. W hat frequent ly happens is t ha t it ’s not the type 
of student tha t carries a gun. Any given student tha t carries a gun 
would not carry  it at all times. It  depends upon the situation and 
circumstances. For example, going to a dance or a basketball game 
in a school setting might  elicit the use of carry ing a gun, whereas 
atten ding  class may not. The other  situation is that even with the 
gun in his possession or carrying  a gun, he might not actually  carry 
it onto the facili ty but leave i t in his car, ei ther in the trunk or glove 
compartment of his car, which is readily accessible to him to be u ti
lized if needed, so the fear of being apprehended with a gun. if he 
were stopped in a basketball situat ion or a classroom situat ion is 
not there, but the effect of having a gun is readily accessible to him 
if he chose to use i t, so I  thin k it ’s this other set of circumstances, 
where additional legislation is needed, where t ha t fear  of having it 
in his car would be as g reat as having it on his person.

Mr. Mann. As a factual matter, there is now no enforcement of 
the law with reference to the possession of guns, would you agree 
with that?

Mr. Mei .isa. Yes.
Mr. Mann. E ither by the school authori ties or by the police?
Mr. Melisa. The school makes some attempt, I believe, to make 

people believe tha t it does not exist but it ’s very, very real to the 
student and to the teacher.

Mr. Mann. Yes, I have run into tha t in connection with drugs. 
They say it’s not going on there.

Mr. Melisa. Exactly.
Mr. Mann. Well, what disturbs me a li ttle bit about the mandatory 

sentence, as reflected by what you describe, we don’t do all these 
things  just boom, everyth ing doesn’t take effect simultaneously, in 
the meantime we catch 15 or 20 people who are carrying  guns out 
of fear and they are off making 2 years and the smart alecs are still  
walking the streets. That would be pretty tough, wouldn’t it?

Mr. Melisa. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Mann. Well, as a student,  do you feel any obligation or fear 
to report other students carry ing guns?

Mr. Melisa. Well, I,  personally, feel a fear because if you finger 
someone th at has a gun, and they have friends who have guns, it s  
my belief that they are going to come af ter  you and do something to 
harm you because people who have guns, you respect it, you (Ion t 
respect them, you respect the gu n; but you also have to thin k of the 
person who is behind it, how does he think.  Gee, if 1 tell on him. jo u 
know, he might come after me or his friends might come alt er  me 
and I am benefiting maybe some other guy but I ’m hur ting myself.

Mr. Mann. Paul?
Mr. Ellis. You’re dealing with a person, first of all, who doesn t 

have too much sense pull ing a gun on you, and then you have to 
think w hat is going on through this  guy’s head. I ’m no t going to try  
to pin him up against the wall and try  and set him up because he’s 
crazy enough to  have a gun, lie’s crazy enough to do anything with it.

Mr. Mann. I ’m sure you’re expressing what you consider to be a 
general feeling among students with respect to this  problem.

Mr. E llis. Yes.
Mr. Mann. I am not  naive enough to thin k tha t that is going to 

change quickly either , but I ’m curious to know, has there ever been 
any effort a t the student government level to do this?

Mr. Melisa. Not at Ford High School.
Mr. Conyers. Well, the young men you have brought before us, 

Dr. Woodruff, have made us th ink anew about the problem.
Chris Gekas, counsel, has one question.
Mr. Gekas. What high  school is it tha t you guys go to?
Air. E li as. Ilenry  Ford High School.
Mr. Gekas. I s tha t in the city of Detro it?
Mr. E llis. Yes, sir.
Air. Gekas. Are there kids carrying  guns in the hall?
Air. Melisa. Not visible, but I have a very, very firm opin ion tha t 

there are.
Air. Gekas. Have there been shooting incidents in the halls?
Air. E llis. Not in the halls, but outside of the school, there have.
Air. Gekas. In  which guns were pulled and fired?
Air. E llis. Yes, sir.
Air. Gekas. H ave you guys ever witnessed any of these.
Air. E llis. Yes, sir.
Air. Gekas. Are they repeated incidences; do they happen once 

in awhile ; are they from one group of p eople ; one gang o r -----
Air. Ellis. Dealing with last year, basically, there was a rip  off, 

tha t is when a person is stuckup with a gun o r some kind of weapon, 
at least 3 times a week.

Air. Gekas. Three times a week?
Air. E li as. All right . There was a b ig drug th ing  in the school last  

year and tha t was the basis behind the stickups to get the dope and 
get the money and they were basically  kids coming from out of the 
neighborhood, out of the  schools, there has always been a high rate of 
concealed weapons at any high school I have Been to or any junior 
high.
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Mr. Gekas. But the biggest problem in actually pulling out the guns is the people not from the high school but from outside?Mr. Ellis. Precisely.
Mr. AIelisa. They arc not there to fire the guns but it is the presence of  them tha t sometimes provokes a fight or  a gang war or something.
Mr. Gekas. And there is a relation , at least last year, between the drug  situation and the use of  handguns?
Mr. Ellis. Right. <Mr. Gekas. Are they general ly handguns?Air. Ell is. Every time.
Air. Gekas. I f you wanted to go and buy a handgun, could you buy one in the halls of Henry Ford High  School? *Air. Ellis. You could buy one if you knew the righ t people.Air. Melisa. Outside it could be done.
Air. Gekas. From students  in the high school, from older people that are hanging around?
Air. Ellis. Students , just the right connection is really what you need.
Air. Gekas. I f I wanted to go down and buy a gun, could I  go, i f guys put me in touch with the righ t guy-----Air. Conyers. Just a minute, counsel. I  am going to have to restr ict tha t 1 ine of questioning. I thin k the point has been made over and over again tha t guns are not only available at this high school but  every high school in the  city. AVe don’t need to make a po int o f Ilen ry For d High  School. As a mat ter of fact, I ’m sorry to say in a way, it ’s probably in bette r shape than most of the high  schools.Air. AIei asa. Yes, Air. Chairman, easily.
Air. Conyers. I am going to terminate the questions here. AYe would like to hear more about alternatives from the students, but  time is short.
[The prepared statement of Dr. AAToodruff follows:]

Statement of J ames W. Woodruff, Ed. D., President, Metropolitan Detroit Youth Foundation
Mr. Chairman: It  is an honor  for me to have  this opportunity  to tes tify  be- ♦fore  your Committee. My name is .Tames Woodruff and I am Pre sident  of the  Metropo litan  Detroit  Youth Foundation, a youth advocacy orga niza tion deal ing with the  effects and solutions of youth  problems and development.□"lie Metropolitan De tro it Youth Founda tion  is vita lly concerned about ade- ■quate  gun legisla tion. We have held  seminars with  the students  in our  Stu den t Resource Centers to ascerta in thei r feelings and opinions on thi s ma tter. The need for  amendment of Fed era l firea rms laws is the  consensus of opinion among these students .
I think it is safe  and acc ura te to stat e th at  the  number of youth  th at  are car ryin g guns is increasing, par ticula rly  in high schools, a t an alarming rate.Many of these  younger citizens do not necessari ly carry  thei r guns with  the  int en t of harm ing anyone else or comm itting a felony. I t is the  feeling of the  youth  that  we interv iewed , especially those  who live  close r to the  center city, th at  the  majority of the  youth carry  guns for the  purpose of protectin g them selves from other youth  who hav e guns. It  is a growdng feeling among the  youth th at  everyone else has  a gun. or ju st  abo ut everyone else, and unles s they have  a gun also, they ren der  themselves defenseless  in any con fron tation which  might  arise. Needless to say. the  car rying of guns leads to severe and dire  consequences. I am sure all of you are  fami lia r with the accid enta l shoot ing;  the argument th at  would norm ally  resu lt, at  most, in a fist fight and fre-
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quently  re su lts  in a m an slau gh te r or  mur de r si tuat ion.  Ultimate ly , th e con
sequence of th e passi on s of youth , be it  ang er,  posit ive  emotio n or  wh atev er , 
is som etim es sig nif ica ntl y ag gr av ated  by th e me re pre sen ce of a ha nd  gun.

Ou r inve stiga tio n indica ted th a t an  ove rwhel ming major ity  of yo uth ar e in 
favo r of some typ e of re st rict ed  hand  gun  leg isla tion. The mo st fr eq ue nt  fe ar 
exp res sed  is th at the  legisla tio n wi ll no t be effective, th a t a law  wi ll be passe d 
and becom e of no signif icance  bec aus e of th e lac k of st ring en t enfor ceme nt.  
If  the law  is no t ad eq ua tel y enforc ed, it  wi ll no t red uce  the fe ar  with in  yo uth  
th a t they ar e to ta lly  def ensel ess in a weapo n ca rry ing society . I do n' t fee l th a t 
th is  asp ect can be over em pha sized.  I feel th a t leg isl ati on  such as  the Ba rtl ey - 
Fox leg isl ati on  of Massach uset ts would  be th e minim um typ e of legisla tio n 
th a t sho uld  be ado pte d on a na tio na l sca le. Feelings were esp eci ally str on g in 
adv ocating  the ri gh t to mai nt ai n a we apon  fo r the def ense of the home, to be 
ke pt only in th e home,  in su pp or t of th e Co ns tit ut ion or  one in te rp re ta tion  of 
th e Co ns tituti on .

Whi le I fee l as su red th a t ot he r witn esses wi ll he lp to co nt rib ute th e nec es
sa ry  st at is tics  and su pp or tiv e da ta  th a t may be nee ded  or desir ed  by th is  Com
mi ttee, I would  like  to pro vide a pe rson al  observa tio n of  some of the  less 
pub licized  conseq uen ces  of the ra m pa nt  use  of ha nd  wea pon s in ou r society . I 
had the  occasio n to be a t one of the  na tio na lly  ad ve rti sed hambu rger  fa ci lit ie s 
in th is  cit y rec en tly  wh en two young men ap pe ar ing to be between th e ages of 
1G and IS at tem pt ed  to  rob th e place. One  of th e young men ca rr ie d a saw ed-  
off sho tgu n un de rn ea th  his  co at ; the othe r one ha d a .45 ca lib er  pis to l in hi s 
pocket. I wi ll never fo rg et  the fee ling of fe ar  th a t ha un ted me wh en th is .45 
ca lib er  pis to l wa s stuc k in my rib s and I wa s told no t to move. Bu t more 
im po rta nt , th e effe cts of such a sit ua tio n eve n when the rob bery wa s not suc 
ces sfu lly  com pleted  was  th a t one of th e rob ber s, th e one with  the sawed-o ff 
sho tgun, bec ame ex ci ted and shot ou t th e neo n sign . I rem em ber see ing  a 
wom an with  th re e sm all  ch ild ren a t he r side , one of which wa s ap prox im ate ly  
IS month s of age, and th is  baby  going int o hy ste ric s at  the sud den bla st.  I 
rec all  the concern  of al l th e custo me rs th a t an othe r lad y who  wa s in th is  
faci lit y ap pa rent ly  may ha ve  had  a he ar t at tack  as  a re su lt of he r fear . 1 also 
rem em ber  see ing othe r sm all  ch ild ren  panic kin g and  cry ing, obvious ly not  ab le 
to com prehen d th e si tu at io n.  Th ese  effe cts cr ea te  fear , anxiety  and ap preh en 
sion  in th e minds of ver y young ch ild ren an d ou r older citi zen s, a fe ar  tie d 
to a si tu at io n th a t the y cann ot  un de rs tand  nor can  the y con trol .

I feed th at the governme nt of th e Un ited St ates  has the respon sib lity to pro
tect  ou r cit ize ns  fro m th is  type  of an xiety , fe ar  and the  fee ling of he lples s
ness. I wh ole heart ed ly endo rse  hand  gun  leg isl ati on  and  fee l th at it  mus t ha ve  
prop er  enforce me nt w ith  pe na lti es  imposed upo n offe nders th a t would  trul y 
opera te as  a de te rren t to th e m ajor ity  of the cit ize ns  in orde r to red uc e th is  
grave and dangerous si tuat ion.

Mr. Ch air ma n, I th an k you fo r th is  op po rtu ni ty  to ref lec t the feeli ngs of th e 
Me tro po litan  Det ro it Youth  Fo un da tio n,  and T have  take n the lib er ty  to br ing  
two  stud en ts from ou r Region Fo ur  St ud en t Re sou rce  Ce nte r to fu rt her am pli fy 
the  youth  vie wp oin t by res pond ing  to questio ns  th a t Comm itte e members  may  
have.

Mr. Conyers. We have two more witnesses, one is the honorable 
mayor of the city of High land  P ark , bu t before he comes on, we have 
a dis tinguished jur ist  from Oakland County Circuit Court, the Hon
orable Ar thu r E. Moore, who has handled  a number of matte rs re
lated to this. We are delighted to have him here. He has a prepared 
statement which we will incorporate into the record. We want to 
hear Judge Moore because he is the first juri st to come before us 
and, as he might suspect, there have been a lot of things said about 
the courts in the course of these hearings.

I don’t have the list of subject mat ter on which T would ask you 
to defend your fellow brethren of the robes hut, as you might 
imagine. Judge, there have been statements  made repeatedly that  
some members of the judic iary are unusually  lenient on criminals,
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and tha t they are contributory to this overall problem. So with tha t 
lead-in question, we welcome you before the subcommittee.

Judge Moore. Congressman Conyers, ami Congressman McClory 
and statf, I apprec iate the oppor tunity to be here. Without  taking 
time, I  would like to  add-----

Mr. Conyers. Excuse me, sir. I  would like you to  know th at we also 
have a member o f Congress from South Carolina who has traveled 
a long way to be with us, Congressman James  Mann.

Judge Moore. Congressman Mann. I was a law par tner of Jud ge *
Dondero who was a fr iend of Mr. Conyers and in Congress from this 
area, and I apprecia te that relationship very much.

Mr. Conyers. I hasten to  say i t was well before my time. We didn’t 
serve durin g the same period. *

Judge Moore. I  would like to jus t submit this to your body and ask 
tha t it be incorporated, it’s another sheet of some significance about 
what I ’m—I now want to state.

Mr. Conyers. W ithout objection, i t will be done. [See p. 994.]

TESTIMONY  OF HON. AR TH UR  E. MOORE, JUDG E, OAKLAND COUNTY 
CIR CU IT COURT

Judg e Moore. Thank you.
I would like to clari fy three  or four points. From my viewpoint, 

judges have an  obligation to follow the law, even though they don’t 
like it. Most gun offenses carry with it an o pportunity  for probation.
So until you, by your legislative act, say to  Art  Moore, you have no 
right  to consider probation , I have a duty to consider probation  as 
to any indiv idual who might m erit it and an emphatic law, jail or else, 
on my part  would be a violation of the law that  you enact.

I think  that  is one of the reasons tha t many judges don't speak 
abount mandatory sentences. So maybe th at is some justification for a 
mandatory sentence, and in that  connection I would like to say to you 
that sentences ranging  from 1 day to a period of years all depend on 
circumstances, and sometimes a day or two in jail  as a mandatory 
mat ter is more efficient than  a long-time prison sentence, but. in all 
events, tha t is neither here nor there. I would like to clarify  two or .  
three things tha t I  believe I know from experience on the bench.

Let me say it to you this  way, I have had many tria ls involving 
guns. T have had a tria l involving two carloads of guns going 
throu gh the city of Birmingham, firing at each other. I have had a •
situat ion, for instance, in Pontiac, where a man fired promiscuously 
at almost anybody in reach. I have had an armed robbery down 
Southfield Highway where they traveled 100 miles an hour chasing 
armed robbers, and finally catching them down by Six Mile Koad.

I am convinced that you can do a grea t deal if you don’t try to do 
too much. And I am convinced tha t much of it has to do with the 
court and how you attack the problem of guns through a balanced 
court.

Now, this has to do largely  wi th th e exclusionary rule and T would 
like to call your attention, as Members of Congress, to  the fact that  
the exclusionary ride is a rule not found in the Constitu tion, it ’s a 
rule made by the courts, and it ’s a rule tha t is within  the eviden-
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tiary making power of the  Congress. I am sure tha t you have thought, 
about this previously. I rather  think that  the United  States Supreme 
Court, and the Federal  courts, if they have had the oppor tunity, 
would welcome a regulat ion of the exclusionary rule.

The reason I say that is th is, if a police officer doesn't have prob
able cause to  arres t a man for a gun offense, i f lie arrests him lor  a 
minor misdemeanor, you can’t even search the car. I here va s a time, 
perhaps, when tha t was a good exclusionary rule, but it’s a rather

* sad thing, when, as a judge, an attorney following his obligation, has 
to plead with the court to exclude the gun from evidence because 
the police officer stepped inside of the car, or searched under  the 
seat or in the glove compartment. Frankly, I think tha t Congress

* could change the  rule to a minor extent by saying th at this exclusion
ary rule shall not apply today to guns unless the trial judge feels 
that  it should.

So much for the matter of the exclusionary rule which is a problem 
in and of itself.

I received two letter s from the same National Rifle Association 
with punchcard to make out as to how I felt about guns. And the 
punchcard system is all righ t if it asks a fai r question, but  accom
panied with it, in each case, was a lette r saying that we’re try ing  to 
exclude every known gun in the United States. I don't  thin k that is 
true. I don’t think that you gentlemen can do tha t overnight, if you 
wanted to. But 1 do th ink  you could make some fine law preserving- 
steps towards the control of guns. 1 don’t think the National Rifle 
Association should be the enemy of anyone. 1 will tel l you why. Here 
are the figures which are as helpfu l as any about gun regis tration in 
Michigan.

We have a record up in the State police departm ent as follows: 
In 1973 there  were 68,000—I will round these off—registrations  re
ceived. This is in compliance with the Michigan law—parenthetica lly, 
this is the type of thing that you could do on a national scale very 
well—68,000 in 1973 of regis tration of guns received, 60,000 of regis
trations of license to purchase. Now, under this law, and under  most 
laws, the seller and the purchaser both have an obligation to specify 

* the gun, and to show tha t isn’t too far  apar t, 8,000 didn't quite make,
it but there were 68,000 registered and 60,000 repurchased.

Now, it ’s as again st tha t there were 23,920, almost 24,000 licenses 
. issued in Michigan to carry  concealed weapons. And in Michigan, as 
in many cases, a concealed weapon, is a weapon concealed on your 
body or a weapon carried in any automobile regardless of conceal
ment, th is theory being that an automobile is a place where you can 
hide a gun.

Well, passing on then, in 1974 those figures rose somewhat, so that 
the license to carry  concealed weapons on your person or in a car 
went to 25,000, and in the  first 3 months of March, if we use the 
March figures of 7,000, and mult iply them, January, February , and 
March, by 4, there will be, in 1975, 28,000 of concealed weapon li
censes. Now, anyone who is a reputable citizen, hasn 't committed a 
felony fo r 8 years,  and can give some reasonable cause why he would 
like to have a gun to protect  himself, most anyone can do this, if he
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anyone who wants to have it. So tha t we know th at Joh n Doe, citizen 
No. 1, a reputable  citizen, has a gun. And so, when a police officer 
stops a car, under the law he has to, if he asks, 1 would like to  see 
your gun registra tion, and you or I or anyone else, can take from our 
billfo ld a gun regis tration and show tha t we have a righ t to a gun.

What is involved in all of these crimes tha t our courts are not able 
to deal with  are protected criminals who use a gun and use a car for 
the ir robbery or rape or whatever thei r grea t offense may be, and, 
actually , the police are handicapped tremendously  because many 
times, when they have pre tty good reason to believe, but not probable 
cause, they simply can't do anything about it. It ’s my feeling tha t 
we would have a very salutary reaction if, in the whole process, it 
were known tha t the police have a righ t to do some searching for 
guns tha t arc being used in crimes and guns that are unregistered 
and unlicensed.

To say it  another way, going way back to 1972, there were 1,609,000 
registrations  of handguns  in Michigan. There  were more than 1,027,- 
000 licenses to purchase, and 525,000 licenses to carry  concealed 
weapons. Obviously, since these go for only 3 years, much of this  represents guns in homes somewhere, where, perhaps, they are put 
away, perhaps they are not in use a t all ; but this brings me to  the 
point  tha t 1 think  is im portant, I thin k if you have legislation on a 
nationa l basis similar to, for instance, Senate bill 1447, which sets 
up, and I know you have a House bill, but I don’t have them here, 
of similar note, a method of trac ing the sale of guns, licensing the 
sale, licensing the purchase, trac ing the gun by numbers, requ iring  
disclosure of where they are, this would be a salu tary thing because 
the more we can support the person who is reputab le with the ir 
gun, the better able the police will be to get at the disreputable criminal  element.

To tha t end, 1 would like  to leave with  you another thought, tha t 
you can review at your own time and I know you spent a lot of time 
today and you’re probably tired,  I have drawn a bill for the Michi
gan Legislature and L have sent it to a number of people in our 
legislature, on what is called the implied consent law, which will 
allow police officers, under this bill, to search cars for guns, on the 
simple theory tha t a gun—a car is no place to hide a gun, and tha t if 
guns in cars, they should be licensed, and, if not, those people are potenial major criminals.

The reason I suggest giving you a copy of this is th at on a quite 
simila r basis, an implied consent law, on a national level, would aid 
poilce, all over the United States, in doing what they cannot do now. 
and tha t is apprehending the gun. the criminal in a car. I think it’s 
constitutional, it ’s within the province of the Federal Constitution 
and the State constitutions that  follow, and these suggestions of the 
implied consent law to allow the search of cars, my car, your ear. 
every other car for guns, and the other suggestions I have made, I 
think, are within the realm of what is possible, and doesn’t run into 
conflict with organizations that  really think they have something to  beef about.
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So I wil l close what I have to say by saying that I hope that you 
can adopt the laws that you have, such as Senate bill 1447 in your  
your own bills, adopt an implied consent version of part of the bill 
so that police all over the country no longer will be bound by the 
exclusionary rule relative to searching cars for guns, and permit 
police to have the opportunity to make real inroads on the learning 
where guns are and bringing them before justice. Now, I don t want 
anything  which is unconstitutional. What I have said to you about 
your power over the Federal courts is a power th at you haven't used, 
and 1 don’t think you should use it by criticizing the courts, ami 1 
am not critica l, I am merely saying that the exclusionary rule, which 
you lawyers know about was fostered at a time when we never 
thought there would be this tremendous problem about guns, so it’s 
reasonable to say that any person who wants to have a license to 
carry a gun, and be in an automobile, because he is potentially dan
gerous, his car ought to be susceptible to search for  guns if  he is on 
the highw ay.

Now, this could be done. This  would be a great advance, I think,, 
if  you proceed somewhat along these lines, and my only interest is, 
because I get awful tired of seeing the police officers having such a 
tough time trying to enforce the laws that are on the books.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much, Judge. You  have given food 
for thought.  I am going to use the stream of consciousness approach 
in asking you a series of questions. You  may not be able to answer 
them all.

We have the mayor of High land Park with us and I know that 
T wil l have to close these proceedings promptly at 4:30, so I want 
to be fair to everybody involved.

The  question that was raised before you got here is the statement 
that one of our witnesses made, that 24 percent of  the people con
victed of felonies involving the use of guns, and I presume that  they 
meant in this State, and this is not a statistic that I can corroborate, 
the judges do not sentence them to prison. They may get probation. 
The question that we have to deal with is not whether or not a crim
inal judge should have discretionary authority, but rather the use of 
the discretionary authority. Fo r a little  old lady in tennis shoes 
caugh t tak ing her police son’s pistol back from the a irport, obviously, 
there ought to be some judicial discretion. But there are cases that 
we get before us as examples of what criminal judges ought not do. 
We are belaboring this with you because you are the first judge with 
the courage, I might say, to come up before this committee. We do 
not mean to harangue you, but to share these problems with you. 
It ’s very easy for somebody to say the courts aren’t doing their job. 
Wel l, the legislature isn’t doing its job either, and, certainly, the 
executive isn't doing its job, so that we get to pointing fingers. The 
prosecutors aren't doing their job. the defense attorneys are stallin g 
and delaying proceedings. The thing that does bother us, that goes 
beyond whether a judge should have discretion in cases, and which 
brings on this inclination for mandatory sentences is that we don’t 
like the way judges are handling these cases. We have given them 
this discretion, and we want them to use it differently. But, they are

.».»<--<»)- -p t. 3-
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not, and 24 percent of convicted felons avoiding prison sounds l ike 
a big figure. T hat  is point number one.

Now, you said that nobody should be the enemy of the National 
Rifle Association. I always have to raise th at question. Nei ther should 
we be the enemy of the National Rifle Association. 1 don t thin k 
anybody singled out the NRA to be the enemy, but there is an un
necessary amount of propagandizing tha t goes on behind our back, 
out of the formal purview, notice of this committee. They say tha t 
we are about to take hunters’ guns away, tha t we are going to curb 
recreational uses of the gun, tha t we are  going to curb or infrin ge 
upon the rights  of people who like to shoot for sport, and are in 
organized clubs. I have yet to find a Member of Congress in eithe r 
body tha t advocates or implies such a restriction.

We should get t ha t out to our friends. We can move even an emo
tional piece of legislation without resorting to any distort ion of the 
tru th.

Jud ge Moore. You are absolutely right .
Mr. Conyers. Now, this exclusionary rule about car searches 

bothers me because it brings us smack up against the four th amend
ment tha t prohibi ts unreasonable search and seizure. My view is tha t 
the exclusionary rule is evidentiary. And, by the way, the Federa l 
Rules of Criminal Procedure will be up for debate on the House 
floor very, very soon. 4 am going to look up this question you raised, 
but I think you do know tha t the criminal  tr ial  court has the discre
tion to allow into evidence an automobile search which may uncover 
a concealed weapon or an illegal weapon by the virtue of at least 
one Supreme Court decision on the subject. Tha t is where there  is 
reasonable suspicion or probable cause. Now, where there isn’t— 
Terry v. Ohio, is the Supreme Court case tha t I alluded to—some
thin g illegal, unless there is not a reasonable basis, many of those 
cases are turned down. But where there was a reasonable belief that 
there was a probability of the violation of a trallic ordinance, or 
statu te, such a search can reasonably pursue, if my interpretation  
of tha t Supreme Court decision is correct.

So, I think tha t we have a great number of those gun offenders 
that are turned loose because the police operated  clearly outside of 
the purview of the law. They didn't have reasonable or probable 
cause. Sometimes the evidence tha t the prosecutor  presents is so 
sliakey that there is no way in the world tha t you, as a judge can 
admit the evidence. All parties know tha t it ’s not going to lead to 
any finding of guilt. The result is the negotiated  plea. We’ll settle 
for an attempt, and then that  leads you to a suspended sentence or 
a probat ionary  determination. Now, somehow we have to—we have 
to defend you members of the judic iary when there are these cir
cumstances tha t lead you to put someone on probation. God knows, 
you can’t look into somebody’s eyes stand ing before you and say I 
thin k this man is going to  go right back ou t and get a gun and com
mit a crime within the next 30 days. If  you had any reason to think 
tha t, I would like to believe you wouldn’t invoke your discretionary 
powers. But, what are the circumstances when this does arise?

Judge Moore. Well, you are quite right in the basis of the whole 
'na tter, with one or two exceptions, i t’s these exceptions th at are bad.
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I f  a police officer stops my car or yours out on the street for a minor 
infraction , he can’t search the car, he may not get inside the car, he 
may not put himself in the  car to put his hand under the front seat 
or glove compartment, or put  it another way, if lie arrests you for  
speeding, he has no r igh t to search the car, he may impound the car. 
If  so, it has to be taken to the pound and it has to be released to 
anyone directly before anything else is done, so there is an impe r
vious shell around the crimina l, as the law now stands. Our Michi
gan Constitu tion, presently, and for three consecutive terms, has al
lowed guns and drugs found in cars to he in evidence. In  1968, fol
lowing the Federal decisions, which, incidentally , I  criticized, follow
ing the Federal decisions, our own Supreme Court said it was 
unconstitutional under the U.S. Constitut ion. Out the window went 
the ability  for good sense but not probable cause. See, good sense 
sometimes is quite a bit less than probable cause. Probable cause 
means a phone connection t ha t you know who it is, or information 
that is positive and reliable, but 'informat ion coming across the wires 
usually is not of tha t type.

Anyway, the point I  am making is th at you do not have the power 
to get at guns in cars and the real criminals are people who are going 
to have a gun and are people who are going to have a car, eithe r 
stolen, thei r own, or borrowed, to get there and to get away. I'l l is 
would be the greatest help, if we could really get our hands on the 
police righ t to search cars. Now, people have said to me, well, they 
will pick on some people and be u nfa ir to them t ha t way. Well, that 's 
a possibility. 1 think we ought to t rus t our police.

Another matter, no police officer may stop a car for any purpose 
without recording, if it ’s a good police departm ent, because he has 
to record what he does all day. If  he stops me a couple days in a row, 
almost anybody will t ell me, make a complaint and we will get afte r 
that fellow. I think we need to say, constitu tionally,  maybe, people 
have a right to carry  guns if they are licensed and restricted and— 
maybe tha t is the  consti tutional provision, I don' t like to  thin k tha t 
but, reading the case law, I rather  thin k so. Anyway, it would be 
bette r to protect  against that possibility of the courts throwing out 
the good legislation. So I thin k if they can register carefully and if 
they can get a license to carry  a gun, under  certain conditions, that 
as a primary thing in a good bill to regulate all the rest of it. Tha t 
is jus t Ar t Moore’s version.

Mr. Conyers. We apprec iate it. Mr. Mann.
Mr. Mann. I am intrig ued by your implied consent idea. I won’t 

dwell on it.
Judge Moore. May I  help you with one or two things?
Mr. Mann. Bight.
Jud ge Moore. There is implied consent when you come across the 

border when they search your car. There is implied consent when they 
take your blood pressure for drunk  driving. There is implied consent 
when you go on an airplane and I am tickled to death to see them 
find that I have too many keys in my pocket because maybe they will 
catch the next fellow who might highjack the plane. So the re is im
plied consent. In  this busy day, I think there has to be another item 
of implied consent about guns.
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Mr. Mann. Let me engage briefly in a little  blasphemy here. As the Chairman pointed out, in 24 percent of the gun related cases, tha t criminal sentences, imprisonment was not the result. You know, when you compare tha t with the number of cases tha t came before, that come before the courts, vis-a-vis the cases tha t exist, caught  or uncaught , let’s assume th at it’s a third tha t are caught, which isn 't many—well, which is a gross overs tatement when it comes to the  possession of guns, one percent of the people tha t carry  guns are caught  in a year, so you take that 24 percent of the one third,  even, and you’re in an eight percent figure. You take the 24 percent of the one or two or three percent and you’re in about a one percent figure of the people t ha t don’t serve time. So what I'm  really saying is tha t the—in spite of the dedication of the individual law enforcement oflicer, which I subscribe to completely, the failu re in guns is a t tha t level, it’s a t the police level.
Now, the police complain, when the courts don’t make an appropria te disposition of  the case, because they didn 't present a good case, or because they  are proud of and one case they got out of the hundreds they know exist, tha t they feel very tender about it. I love the police but I can’t resist saying what 1 believe, and that ’s what I believe. Much of the public reaction to the sentence problem conies directly from the police who are complaining because the ir case didn’t get the kind of t reatment they thought it deserved. I  am afra id tha t is the way i t is, even though we don’t like to face up to it, and I am not saying tha t it ’s an easy problem, they have got a virtually impossible task, and the 4th amendment is a good part of tha t task, or a good part of t ha t obstacle. I happened to be having a little  session with Chief Justice Burger and Justice Powell a year or two ago, and we talked on this problem, search and seizure and guns, and I jus t somewhat facetiously said that  I could take this microphone and walk throug h the typica l joint in Greenville, S.C., on Satu rday  nigh t and kind of point  it around, and the next Saturday night there  would be at least hal f of the guns wouldn' t be carried,  next Satu rday  night,  because they thought I had tha t secret device. Well, I asked Justice  Burger,  do you think an electronic device of this sort would violate the unreasonable search and seizure? Of course, he, you know, he passed it around and said, well, you know, some judges have gone pret ty far on th is business of unreasonable search and seizure, but he didn’t try  to answer it. but I do suggest that maybe for identification purposes some of these more sophisticated devices can be used without  actually making cases, but you can get a heck of a lot of information tha t way. So T have had my say.
Mr. ( onyers. Y ell,  Your Honor, we are delighted tha t you test ified. As you can see, we could keep you here a long time, but the 

gentlemen from Illinois. Air. Met'lory has decided not to question you so that we can accommodate the mayor for the remainder of the hour. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Judge Moore follows:]

Statement of II on. Arthur  E. Moore, Circuit  .Judge, Oakland County . Mic h .
N at io na l an d loc al cr im e ha ve  become  so se ve re  by th e use of  gu ns  an d ca rs  in th e ha nds  of cr im in al s,  th a t we are  ra pid ly  los ing th e ba tt le  fo r m ora li ty  an d ag ai nst  crime .
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Crim inal tri al s in Oakland County, De tro it’s privileged are a of one million  
persons, is up 50% for the fir st 3 months of 1975 as again st the  previous year .

Out of 100 crimes  comm itted today  in the  United States, GO are  unreported, 
26 are  not solved, and only 7 res ult  in convictions. Of those  convicted, 90% 
are plea bargained out of appro priate  punishment. Thus, about 1% of crime 
result s in app rop ria te convic tion and treatm ent .

Most major crime is comm itted by the use of handguns , coupled with  the 
use of a get-aw ay car.

Thus, if we wish to make  inro ads  aga ins t the  ma jor  crim inal , we must take 
actio n aga ins t the  gun and tlie gun in cars . We do not  need to abridge any 
con stitutio nal  righ ts. But we do need to—

1. Adopt st rict  licensing  national and state laws  as to manufacture , sale, 
purc hase and use of handguns.

These laws  must be so severe  th at  everyone will observe them. This means  
denying tlie tr ia l courts tlie alt ern ative  of probation and making impr isonm ent 
sentences mandatory. It  also require s the  elim inat ion of plea bargainin g, ex
cept where  within  the proofs available. It  also means  that  we mus t be able to 
search every autom obile on the  highw ays by unifo rmed police officer for  guns 
and drugs. For years, before  the  United Sta tes  Supreme Court reversed  the  
appl icability  of its  search and seizure decisions, evidence  of guns and  drugs 
found in cars  was  admiss ible.

The  adopt ion of so-called “implied consent” laws as to automobiles and the 
search for guns and drugs will res tore  to the  police the rig ht to search cars 
in good fai th,  even withou t probable cause, and bring before the  cou rts  evi
dence of illega l gun possession, use and tra ns fer or sale.

We have  learned  thro ugh  bit ter  exper ience in the  courts th at  the  law has  
become overprotective  of the  crim inal s’ weapons as aga ins t the  frightened  
public.

2. The law must be changed to provide th at  everyone driving, owning or 
possessing a car on the  highway is licensed to drive only on the  condi tions  
of “implied  consen t,” meaning th at  his ca r may be stopped and searched  for  
hidden illegal  weapons and narco tics.

Under present law, a criminal  may easily  secrete his gun under the  sea t of 
the car  or in the  glove com partment or in the tru nk  because  the law now 
affords him protec tion from  search and seizure withou t “probable cause” or 
withou t a search wa rrant.

If  he obeys traffic laws and keeps weapons hidden, he will be safe  from 
apprehension. Or if he is apprehended, he will be quickly freed.

Police may well suspect, withou t having “probable  cause  for  arr es t,” the  
known, repeater crim inal,  yet  be legally  unab le to search him or his car.

Even if police stop  a known criminal ’s car,  they are  limi ted and res tric ted  
to peering into  it to see weapons, if any, th at  may be in plain view. Bu t they 
may not ent er the  car.

They cannot  look or search und er the  seat, or in glove compartments or in 
the  trunk. Th at  is now illeg al without a search war rant  or probable cause  
for  arre st.

Police are  limited  to issuing a tick et fo r the  traffic violat ion. A suspect is 
free to go to or from the  scene of an arm ed robbery , gun ass ault or murder 
with  impunity. Th is must be remedied .

Far  too often  a well tra ine d police officer has  to act on the spu r of the mo
ment. with  the  combined skil l of the  proverbial Phi ladelphia  lawyer and the  
legal “back sigh t” of the  mythical “majo rity” of the  United Sta tes  Supreme 
Court.

This is asking a grea t deal. Ilence he sometimes err s in abiding by the  
technica litie s of search and seizure , result ing  too often  in the  suppression of 
evidence th at  perm its a crim inal to go free.

For  my pa rt,  a uniformed police officer is welcome to search me and  my 
car, for  I think  as a good citize n I should  permit th is  in the  int ere st of crime 
prevention and justice.

3. I am not  advocatin g the  search of any person’s home or business office 
or the  invasion of personal privacy witho ut a search wa rra nt.  Bu t it is time 
we do away with the  cu rre nt “rules of the  road” which make  them highways 
for  crim inal s’ escape.

4. Smoke screens have been rais ed over “the  constitu tional rig ht to bea r 
arms .” and game hu nters’ rig ht to use hunting guns and legally held  pistols . 
The Constitu tion does not prevent reasonable licens ing of weapons.
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5. In  my view spor tsm en  alw ay s wou ld be able to ob tai n gun  licens es pro
vided the y are law  abiding  citi zen s.

I sug gest much  more st ri ct  lice nsi ng and  contr ol over gun s, th ei r possessio n, 
use,  regi st ra tio n and sal e bu t allo wing the sea rch  of al l veh icle s fo r guns  and  
ma nd ato ry  ja il  sen ten ces  fo r the gun  criminal .

I urg e na tio na l lice nsi ng and control over all  gun  man ufac turin g,  sa le and  
di st rib ut ion,  and  ma nd ato ry  ja il  sen ten ces  wi thou t prob ati on  fo r vio lat ors.

Im pli ed  conse nt to searc h ca rs , by un ifo rmed police officers, with ou t repe ti
tiv e ha rassmen t is ac tual ly  a ste p to prote ct the  pub lic from major  crim e. The 
good cit ize n mu st re lin qu ish  some tec hn ica l rig ht s in favo r of the broad pro 
tecti ve  purpos es ag ai ns t crime , ju st  as we have done re la tiv e to —

a. Sea rch ing  of ca rs  a t the Un ited State s custo ms ’ office when en terin g or *
lea vin g th e co untr y;

b. Searc hin g of bag gage and pu rch ases a t th e bo ardin g of an  air plan e, and
c. In  connec tion  with  br ea th alyz er  and blood te st s fo r alle ged ly in toxica ted  

autom obile  dri vers.
Th e pub lic acc epts these pr ote cti ve  me asu res  with  gr at itu de . I beli eve  the *

public  is prepared  to cooperate  re la tiv e to sea rch es  of ca rs  for guns and dru gs.
I ca ll the Co mm itte e's  at tent io n to th e fa ct  th a t th e U.S. Congres s ha s the  

co ns tit ut iona l pow er and control ove r al l ev iden tia ry  ru les in the  Fe de ra l 
cour ts.

Ce rta inl y,  th is  ru lem ak ing  powe r covers th e prop rie ty  of searc h of ca rs  fo r 
dead ly wea pon s such as  handguns .

I f  Con gres s ut ili ze s th is  protec tiv e ste p un de r its  ru lem ak ing  pow er fo r 
th e Fe de ra l cour ts,  th er e is no doubt in my min d th at tho se co ur ts will  honor 
th e ru le  and  eli mi na te the  so-called “ex clu sio nary ru le” as to ille gal guns and 
na rc ot ic  drug s fou nd  by good fa ith  polic e officers’ sea rch . Th is is exac tly  wha t 
th e Michigan Co ns tituti on  prese ntl y per mi ts.

You r Senate bill No. 1447. “F edera l Handgun Control Act of 1975,” if  adop ted , 
wi ll cov er mo st of th e po int s wh ich  I advoca te.

SUPPLEME NT AR Y STATEMENT OF JUDGE MOORE

Pu bli c sa fe ty  now dem ands  an  imp lied con sen t law  fo r searc h of car s.
We have  wel l accepted implied con sen t law s as to blood  and  br ea th alyz er  

te st s ag ains t the  dr un k d ri v e r; and fo r searc h of ca rs  a t im migr ati on  border 
cro ssing and  for guns of hi ja ck er s on board ing  ai rpl anes .

Ou r crow ded  society needs now to con sen t re al ist ical ly  to laws pr ote cti ng  
the pub lic ag ains t cr im inal  guns. Ou r own wil ling consent , fo r ou r very pro
tec tio n requ ire s th a t police ha ve  ou r consent . Implied conse nt to searc h eve ry 
ca r on the highw ay,  inc lud ing  ou r own. To app reh end  the  major  cr im inal  with  
unlicens ed gun  hid den in car . To thus  preven t mu rders , arm ed  rob ber ies , kid
napp ing s and  th e like.

Pre se nt  law s proh ibiting  search  fo r illeg al gun s are rid icu lou s and  ou t
da ted . They are co ns tit ut iona lly  op erati ve  ag ain st searc h fo r illega l gun s, bu t 
only  fo r w an t of  co rre cti ve  rem ed ial  imp lied  con sen t law.

Th e co ur ts will  welc ome such implied laws. We wi ll no longer be requ ire d 
to allow  the  gun  cr im inal to go free  when the evidence ha s to be excluded.  
Conse nt law s ar e co ns tit ut iona lly  va lid  as par t of the sa fe ty  licens ing  of mo tor  
vehicles .

An imp lied  con sen t law  is th e only  sen sib le and pr ac tic al  way to protec t 
ourselves.

Today , it is rid icu lou s, and  the pub lic  un iversa lly  so conside r^. th at a police 
officer be so handcu ffed. W ith ou t “pr obable ca use” he  cann ot searc h a ca r fo r 
gun s. He is re str ic ted to peering  into a ca r from th e ou tside , to see ing and  
seiz ing  gun s only in pla in sig ht.  He is den ied  en try and cann ot ta ke  an ille gal 
gun  from un de r th e se at  or  glove compartm en t or othe rw ise  hid den in the  car .

Th e pub lic wan ts be tter  pro tec tio n and ar e fed  up with  legal tec hn ica lit ies .
But  th is  does no t mean we need to violate th e Co ns tituti on . Inste ad , we 

sh al l conti nue to me ticulo usly observe co ns tit ut io na l se arch  and sei zur e pro
vis ions in all  othe r res pects . But  by th e imp lied  conse nt law . we shal l co ns ti
tu tio na lly  allow th e un ifo rm ed  pol ice officer, by ou r con sen t, to rea sonably  
search  fo r cri mina l gun s sec ret ed  in th e cr im inal 's vehicle.

Le t's  appre hen d the cr im in al !
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A bill to amend Act. 300 of th e P.A. of Michigan 1940, as amended, known as 
the Michigan Vehicle Code, and to provide new sections thereof for the pur
pose of protecting the public against crime by preventing the illegal use of 
guns and preventing the unlicensed possession, use or transportation  of guns 
in vehicles on the  public highway of this state.

Section. I. PREAMBLE.
(a) It  is recognized tha t the public is in grea t danger because of ever in

creasing volume of crime. Much of crime is perpetrated by illegal use of guns 
and by guns carried in vehicles. It  is well recognized tha t the automobile has 
become a weapon used by criminals as a sanctuary for such criminals in going 
to and from the scene of crimes committed by guns. That  criminals now have 
the ir illegally possessed or used guns hidden with impunity within such ve
hicle. The possession or transporting of such guns of criminals in vehicles 
used by cr iminals  have become and are a grea t public menace and danger. Pub
lic safety demands tha t guns in cars be eliminated. Tha t now automobiles 
should l>e allowed on the public highway only for transporta tion purposes and 
are no longer a reasonable or fit place for unlicensed guns.

Sec. 1 (aa ). Exemption of l’olice.
The provisions hereof shal l not be applicable to vehicles driven by, or to 

personnel of, the armed services or police, peace officers or sheriffs.
Sec. 2( aa ). Guns not allowed in vehicles.
It  shall lie unlawful  for any unlicensed gun of any description to be con

tained or transported  in any vehicle upon the pubilc highways of this state, 
and it shall be unlawfu l for any registered owner or operator or occupant of 
any vehicle to knowingly allow such gun of any description to lie contained in 
or transported within such vehicle.

Sec. 3 (aa ). Implied consent from registered owner.
Every person who applies for regist ration of title  to own or license to drive 

a vehicle, thereby gives implied consent for the  search of such vehicle so 
owned or so driven, by any uniformed police officer for unlicensed guns of any 
description.

The acceptance of a registra tion certificate and/or the receipt of a driver 's 
license, shall each carry with it, the implied consent of such registered owner 
and the operator of such vehicle, for any uniformed police officer, after clearly 
identifying himself, to search such vehicle in good faith  but without probable 
cause for illegal guns or unregis tered guns or guns unlawfully contained or 
transported in such vehicle.

Sec. 4(aa ). Registra tion and driver 's license to show gun ownership, pos
session and license.

Before any certificate of title  and any drive r's license may be issued to any 
person, he shall first disclose under oath whether or not he is the licensed 
owner of any gun of any description, reciting the specific and imprinted gun 
serial number and description thereof. Such ownership and licensing shall be 
shown on such certificate or license when issued. Neither regis tration of title 
nor driver’s license shall be issued to an unlicensed owner or possessor of any 
gun unless that person first secures a permit to possess, or use, or transport 
such gun.

Any person applying for such certificate of title  or drive r’s license who falsi 
fies the gun license statem ent in his application for title, or utilizes or know
ingly permits another to utilize such certificate of title or driver ’s license in 
violation of tiffs section, or who knowingly drives or possesses a vehicle with 
any unlicensed gun therein or violates any provision of th is act, shall be guilty 
of a felony, without benefit of probation.

Sec. 5(a a).  As an evidentiary matter in the courts of this state, the so- 
called “exclusionary rule” of the Federal courts is not applicable to the search 
of any vehicle on the public highways of this state for guns, and any and all 
evidence obtained thereby may be admitted in evidence as a discretionary mat
ter, within the  sole judgment of the tria l court. Courteous search for illegal 
or unlicensed guns in cars is hereby deemed reasonable under prevalent crime 
hazard in Michigan.

Sec. 6(a a).  Saving clause.



998

E ac h su bs ec tio n,  para g ra ph  an d pr ov is ion of  th is  s ta tu te  sh al l he de em ed  
se ve ra bl e,  an d if  an y por tion  th ere o f is foun d in va lid fo r an y re as on  w hats o 
ev er , it  sh al l he de em ed  de le te d her ef ro m  an d th e  ba la nc e deem ed  va lid an d 
op er at iv e.

Mr. Conyers. We now call the Honorable Robert E. Blackwell of 
Hig hland Park, which is literally surrounded by the city of Detro it, 
has its own major crime considerations, and which I will leave for 
him to describe. Of course, he has been in constant  touch with me 
about the nature of the problems in the city of High land  Park, es
pecially in terms of the legislation tha t is before us. So I welcome * 
Mr. Blackwell. We incorporate your statement into the record at 
this  point, and th at will give you more time to ta lk with us about this 
problem at your level, as you see it, and how we can make an impact  
upon it. Welcome to these proceedings.

TESTIMONY OF HON. ROBERT E. BLACKWELL, MAYOR, CITY OF 
HIGHLAND PARK, MICHIGAN

Mayor Blackwell. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Mem
bers of Congress, and ladies and gentlemen. The city of Tokyo, the 
second largest city in the world, has a combined population grea ter 
than  New York, Detroit, and High land  Park . Recent recording of 
homicides in Tokyo was a great total of three. Needless to say,
Tokyo has very effective handgun control legislation. Wh at 1 would 
like to discuss with you gentlemen is really congressional effective 
handgun control legislation that takes handguns away from every
body except those designated by Congress, and, gentlemen, T thin k 
I —even though i t’s controversial, there are litera lly tens of thousands 
of legal handguns being worn every day by so-called detectives, F BI 
agents, treasury agents, and, everybody else, it's my opinion that  a 
handgun, in order to he worn on a person, should he required to be 
worn on the outside and visible, except, as I say, in those instances 
where we’re doing undercover work or where it ’s authorized by Con
gress. The hunters and sportsmen are not on our streets looking for  
antelope and bear, because there  are not none there, so we are not 
talk ing about them. We are talk ing about the huntsmen who are 
gunning down innocent people and who are intim idating ladies and 
raping and maiming children and stealing the litt le moneys that  the 
boys who deliver the newspapers collect.

So T don’t know what the qualm of the Congress is about hand- » 
guns; I don’t know what is so magical about it, because even though 
our Constitution gives us the righ t to bear arms, they certainly were 
the wisdom not to describe what kind of arms we could bear, and I 
thin k you could wisely say tha t we could have cannons and bazookas 
in our possession—and we don’t—but, yet, you have some qualms 
about dealing with handguns. It  baffles me when you look at  the gun 
statist ics daily of the  maiming t ha t goes on in our communities. And 
especially, gentlemen. I think in the black community. Because th at ’s 
where it  seems tha t most of those of affluence have moved to the sub
urbs now, and homicides are not near  as stati stical ly impo rtant, as 
they are in the inner cities where we live and where we s truggle  each 
day. And we can’t really build a great city and a g reat hospita l, and
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the beautiful residences and lawns and golf courses and parks unti l 
we can live at peace and at leisure with ourselves and worship our 
God in our own way. I  would like to tell you, gentlemen, i f we could 
give you the statistics, t ha t they are now holding up and robbing our 
churches, the collection plate with the handgun.  T hey are also hold
ing up and robbing funera l parlors , where the body, the deceased, is 
laid out tha t have already been gunned down. Now, I thin k these are 
grim facts t ha t you have to deal with. I  think  the Congress has, in  its 

» own wisdom—maybe wisdom, I  don’t know—been dealing  with  pol lu
tion by requiring very expensive antipollution devices on automobiles 
and o ther equipment—I must say the 1975 automotive product is not 
a good p roduct with the cataly tic converters and other  safety devices 

* and antipollutants on it ; but, nevertheless, you enacted tha t legisla
tion. You’re dealing with the fields and streams now by making it 
possible tha t we are going to have clean water  and rivers, but the 
citizens of Highland Pa rk don’t have rivers and lakes to enjoy; we 
don’t have a lot of green areas. We would just  like to  enjoy our own 
environment,  our own backyards, our own streets  and shops; and so 
we are asking the Congress to  begin tha t process of giving us some 
protect ion so that we too can l ive in peace. Thank you.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you for  your statement, Mayor Blackwell. T 
feel you took into consideration the  fact that we are running on a 
rather  tig ht  schedule.

I would like to have Congressman McClory init iate  the discussion.
Mr. McClory. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, and I 

wan t to t hank you, Mayor, for your statement. I also read your sta te
ment, and your statement tha t you have filed with the committee is 
jus t as punchy and just  as elfective as the verbal statement you have 
delivered here.

Mayor Blackwell. Thank  you.
Mr. McClory. I would just risk to comment, as we draw to the 

close of this, today’s hearings, in Detroit, tha t the grea t wealth of 
information tha t we have received, the  comprehensive nature of the 
testimony we have received, and how extremely important it  is for 
us to get out of Washington and get out into the field where the 

* action is and where the  problems exist and hear  from those t ha t are 
involved. While some may suggest tha t we haven’t heard  very much 
from the progun element as we have from the law enforcement peo
ple, I  t hink  i t should be brough t out t ha t we have t ried  to get at the 
various aspects and talk  to those and hear from those who are most 
intimately involved with the problem, and I think tha t we have 
profited immeasureably from that kind of presentation here today, 
and your contribution is an important pa rt of tha t, Mayor. I thank 
you very much.

Mayor Blackwell. Thank you, sir.
Mr. McClory. I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for your 

organization and your support of this hearing here today. I think 
this  coming to your home community has been extremely important 
to our subcommittee.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I  might just  say here that the fact  t ha t there 
are committee members who will follow’ the chairman all over the
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face of the country,  is extremely important. All of these gentlemen, as the mayor knows full well, because he has been to Washington countless number of times on Federa l problems as they relate to the city  of Highland Park, knows that  everybody is  so busy with then- own problems that we could avoid these hear ings but for the reasons so well articu lated by my colleague from Illinois. I think tha t it ’s important tha t we get out here.
Let me briefly recognize the gentleman from South Carolina  for any questions tha t he may have.
Mr. Mann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Mayor, you and I  agree th at a strong stop and frisk law seems to be essential to any good enforcement of laws against anyone car rying a gun. Being sensitive to the Constitu tion, as I know you are, it ’s going to be hard to do, but we have got to work on tha t. I thank you for your thoughts on it.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mayor B lackwell. Mr. Mann. I might add tha t our stop and frisk  law was tested and it was proven to be constitutional, and tha t we keep a strict log and we investigate every offense or every occurrence on a da ily basis and we have had no problems with it. My community is predominantly black and they have insisted tha t we enforce the law, and we have had no serious problems with tha t. We insist that the search can only be done if  the police officer feels tha t his life would be in jeopardy.
Mr. Conyers. Might  T just  ask one question before we close, you are, in a sense, like the judge tha t preceded you, the first one of your kind to come before this committee. The discussion that does go on in the black community , and one I  think deserves special at tention, because I  am painfu lly aware of the fact it's easy for people to say, let's ban the gun in areas th at are generally  sta tistica lly far  more safe than  the black communities, the inner cities across the country, the Highland Parks and the Detroits of the United States. The question always develops around the nature of police protection afforded the citizens in these circumstances. Can you enlighten us about the dimensions of tha t kind of problem, and th at challenge as i t relates to effective crime reduction ?
Mayor Blackwell. Mr. Chairman, we have approximately 45 pe rcent of our police force—are in the detective, so-called detective d ivision. These gentlemen bear arms but they are dressed in civilian  clothing and, from my point, they are not out there visibly being able to deter crime. I really question the necessity of having detectives wearing p lain clothes and bearing anus that  are not effectively used for the citizens. I think we could immediately enhance every community by making that a requirement because it ’s a very costly m atter.  police are, and I thin k tha t more of our police we get out in uniform, the more deterrent we will have against crime.Mr. Conyers. I  thank  you for your response.
There are a lot more details tha t you and I can discuss in this context, both on and off the record, but I am very gratefu l for you appearing  before the committee, and T do join in extending my deep gra titude to my colleagues who have come to Detroi t and, by exten-
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sion, to  Highlan d Park,  to join us in this discussion. On that note, 
1 pronounce these hearings adjourned until 9:30 in the morning. 

[The  prepa red statement of Mayor Blackwell follows :j 
Statement of Mayor Robert B. Blackwell of Highland Park, Mich.
Congresspersons , Ladies and Gentlemen: I am pleased to have this chance 

to aid the  Congress of the  United Sta tes  by offering as evidence in this in
quiry , my city of 35,000 res idents  and  SO,000 non- resident worke rs: Highland 
Par k, Michigan.

The  eyes of the  nat ion  are focused here today, and  the  citizens of every 
urban are a in the  coun try aw ait  anxiously the  gun control legislation  which  is 
expec ted to resu lt from your  visit  here, and  other cities thro ugh out  the 
United State s. .

Ladies and gentlemen, you have to go no fa rthe r than  High land  Park,  Michi
gan to lea rn the ter rib le effect of handguns on the  peaceloving res idents  of 
citie s throug hou t America.

Though Highlan d Pa rk  is a city of only 2.9 square  miles, already thi s yea r 
eight of our citiz ens have been murdere d on our city streets and in the  homes 
of our famil ies.

Because Highland Pa rk  is a cen tra l city  surroun ded  on all sides by Detro it 
you will find many of the same problems here th at  face law-abiding citizens 
every where in thi s coun try.

One of our citiz ens  died of negligent manslaug hte r since the  st art  of thi s 
year.  Thirte en women were forcibly raped,  and an add itio nal  five women were 
able to stave off the  att acks  or flee.

Since early  January , 232 of our citizens were  robbed at  gunpoint. There  have 
been 97 aggravated assaul ts, and numerous woundings from gunshot .

My sta tis tics are  almost a week old, and cover crimes which took place  in 
ju st  the  first  four months of 1975, in an are a confined to 2.9 squ are  miles. 
These are  only the reported instances.

Crim inal  harassment  and  injury  to High land  Park citizens in De tro it are 
not  included in these  figures. They represent  only the  “tip  of the  iceberg” of 
the  many ter rors which we in the  citie s of thi s country  are  confronted with  
daily .

Something must be done at  the  Feder al level to pu t an end to this ruthle ss 
intim idat ion, wounding and  slaughte r of our  citizens.

If  some crim ina l uses a handgu n to rob and to rape , then  we have to be 
provided with  the  laws to pu t him away  in a prison.

If  some crim inal  shoots  a citizen and is found gui lty of this crime, then it  
is senseless to tu rn  thi s person hack on the  citizens of our citie s to shoot  an
other victim. We must crack do wn !

The spreading poison of illegal handguns and too quick triggers has  all hut 
destroyed the chances of a productive , saf e family life  in the  black communi
ties of this country.

Black Americans are  sho t up every day, in citi es all across America, by 
armed men who find us easy  and defenseless  prey.

The time has come for  America’s black lead ership  to rise  and demand laws 
res tric ting the  rig ht  of car ryi ng  murde r weapons on our  streets.

We can no longer exi st with  armed ‘supe rtlys ’. crooks, rap ists , and thugs  
harassing our citizens at  the  poin t of dea th. No city can survive th a t!

I pioneered strong stop and fri sk legislation in High land  Park back in 1979. 
and I have insisted  th at  our  city police enforce th at  law. a fact  favo rably 
presented both  in the  local media and in th e Congressional Record.

A s trong stop and fri sk  law, vigorously enforced, is the first step  for  cen tral  
cities , such as my own, on the  pa th toward a peace ful urba n environment. But 
stop and fri sk laws are  no t enough. With  them we must couple strong Fed era l 
laws, simply understood , which will provide for  a prison term of at  lea st one 
year,  withou t probation , for  anyone found to he in possession of an illegal 
handgun, and for anyone  cau ght  comm itting  or atte mpting  to commit a crime 
while  in the  possession of a firearm.

The people of this country  need a nationw ide law which makes it illegal for 
anyone  to carry  a handgu n outs ide his home or business .



Fu rth er , the  people of this country  need rel ief from the  official and quasi
official unde rground army  of domes tic armed spies.

New Fed era l gun cont rol legislat ion which holds freedom as its  high est idea l 
will  include the  provis ion th at  no policing agent in this coun try be allowed 
to car ry a concealed weapon witho ut the  specific consent of the  Congress of 
the  United States.

The  day of the gun-toting hum an wiretap must  be ended.
Those convicted of illegal ly possessing or car ryin g a handgun,  and those 

cau ght with  a handgun while in the  process of atte mpting  ano ther crime, will, 
under  thou ghtful legislation,  be required to serve a sep ara te sentence from th at  
served  for  any rela ted  crime.

Bu t do not misu nderstand the inten t of what I say.
Like too many men my age, guns car ry a special meaning and memory, a 

signif icance  unrela ted  to doing honest business in our urb an areas. I was one 
of the hundred s of American soldiers wounded in World War Two.

And I did not  fight in the  wa r so I could come home to an ongoing wa r in 
the str ee ts of my city, where thugs are  outf itted  with every kind of weapon  
from “S aturday Nigh t Specials” to auto mat ic pistols.

This we must unders tand. The  street s of our  citie s are  not the  app rop ria te 
places to be toting sidearms.

Wh at can you do with a gun on the  street? Shoot someone? Point it  at  a 
citizen  and demand his money? Hold it  to the  head of some innocent woman? 
A handgun has  no place  on the  str ee ts of our  c it y !

If  our  citie s fail,  our society fall s. If  our  cen tra l cities fail,  all of our  urb an 
are as  fall.

There  is hope to turn  our  urban citi es around. Many of my citizens believe 
very strongly in this . We can plan bea uti ful  park s and walkways for  our  
families, we can free more land for  oi>en space , for  gardening.

We can w’ork to boost employment; we can clean our st re et s; we can at tr ac t 
business ba ck ; we can  rebu ild our  neighborhoods; we can live decently.

Bu t we cann ot tu rn  our  faces to the  building of the fu tu re  while  we are 
sti ll worrying abou t get ting  a bu lle t in the back. Steps mu st be tak en to re 
move the  dea thly  influence of the  armed cr im inal!

I und ers tand the  pre ssu re coming from gun lobbyists, gun ma nufac tur ers  
and gun shop owner’s, al l of whom are wary of any new legislat ion which 
would endanger  the  use of firea rms for  recreationa l use.

And I am not  opposed to a man spending his free time hunting . Nei ther  do I 
believe that  such a man poses any danger to the residen ts of my city.

Bu t I am opposed to allowing crooks to enjoy the same privi leges  of gun 
ownersh ip as the sportsmen. There  are  no antelope  or bear on the  str eets of 
my city, only men, women and child ren. Hunter s don’t both er us.

Sportsmen don’t c arry revolvers in the ir pocket on Woodward Avenue. Spo rts
men don’t use re ta il merchants as target s, or use their weapons to rip-off 
people’s homes.

In  Massachusetts , recent gun control legis lation was passed with  the  sup por t 
of gun enthu siasts  and sport smen  because the  law was aimed at  tak ing  guns  
away from criminals.  No rat ion al man can oppose crack ing down on those who 
would use the ir handguns  to comm it crime.

Unless we make  it  plain to the  crim inal s infesting our cities  th at  we are 
not  going to stan d for  any more senseless slaugh ter  and maiming , the  slaughte r 
and maiming will continue.

Fo r those who say they doubt th at  gun control legislat ion would reduce 
murder , armed  robbery, assaul ts, and many rip-offs. I would refer them to the 
police reports  from such cities  as London. England and Tokyo. Japan.

Tokyo, a city larger tha n De tro it and New York City  combined, had  only 
thr ee  homicides with  a handgun in a recent year . Like London, Tokyo has a 
st rict  law  bann ing handguns.

Around the  world, many such examples prove thi s chief po int: If  we are 
given the  chance to surv ive in our cen tra l cities,  we will survive. On behalf of 
the  victims, those who have  died, those who have been shot-up alrea dy, those 
who are frigh tened. I am asking you today. Take the  message back to Congress. 
The people of the United States are  asking for the  chance to surv ive and build  
a fut ure .



FIREARMS LEGISLATION
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H ou se  ok R ep re se nt at iv es ,
S ubc om mit te e on  C rim e  of  t h e

C ommit te e on  t ii e  J udic ia ry ,
~W ashing ton, D.C.

The subcommittee met pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in the 13th floor 
auditorium, city-county building , Detroit,  Mich., lion . John Conyers, 
Jr . [chairman of  the subcommittee] pres iding.

Pre sen t: Representatives Conyers, Mann, and McClory.
Also pres ent : Maurice A. Barboza, counsel; Tinmothy J. Ha rt, as

sistant counsel; and Constantine J. Gekas, associate counsel.
Mr. C on ye rs . The subcommittee will come to order. We will con

tinue the hearings  of the Subcommittee on Crime, a pa rt of the 
Judicia ry Committee of the House of Representatives, that is con
ducting hearings  in the  city of Detro it, Midi., in connection with 
firearms regulations

Our first witness this  morning is Ms. Marie  W ilt.
Dr. Wi lt is with us in connection wi th her project  directo r analy

sis for police responses. We are pleased to call her before the sub
committee.

We have the very extensive paper you have prepared here, some 
25 pages. We apprec iate your  preparation for this subcommittee 
hearing. It  wi ll be made a pa rt of the record, freeing you to testi fy 
in your own way this  morning. Welcome.

TESTIMONY 0 E CMDR. JAMES D. BANNON, DETROIT POLICE DE PART
MENT, AND G. MARIE WILT, PH.  D., RESEARCH INSTITUTE,
WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY

Dr. W il t . Thank you. I guess what I would like to  do, pr imar ily, 
is summarize the statement tha t I have given you and explain my 
position in te rms of the research I have done. My research prim arily  
has been on homicides in Detro it; the statistic s in there pre tty closely 
indicate  that perhaps not firearms in general but at least handguns 
are a very significant contributor to homicides.

I take two positions really, in that paper. One is what  T consider 
a public safety position and recommended tha t i f we wish to approach 
firearms control from the public safety position, then we should con
sider some kind of regist ration , licensing procedures for all firearms. 
I think  in terms of my research you are probably more interested in 
how I  feel th at handgun control would have an impact on crime. 

(1003)
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Mr. Conyers. Excuse me, Dr. Wilt . Might I ask Cmd. James 
Bannon to join you?

Dr. W ilt. Certainly .
Mr. Conyers. 1 wasn’t sure tha t he was here. Good to sec you.
Commander B annon. Good morning.
Mr. Conyers. Pard on the interruption.
Dr. W ilt. I pointed out in this paper tha t I feel that your primary interes t is having an impact on crime then we should be looking at handguns and the control of handguns, and, as a psychologist, I would recommend very much that  we need to do something in terms * of enforcing perhaps the current handgun laws and perhaps should even go so f ar  as to consider complete prohibition of handguns. But I think you need to look at all problems like this on a varie ty of levels. I think if we controlled such th ings as the carrying of guns, this would he a significant factor. The majority of people who are involved in homicides in 1972, which is when I did the study, had these guns on their person, so I think tha t the carrying of a handgun is a problem, but we have to be careful when we are looking at something tha t is essentially a technical solution to a crime problem, which is what I  view the handgun control issue as, because it will not reduce the  number of crimes except for homicides. I think I pointed this out p retty clearly. It  will have an impact on the level of violence th at  we will find in crimes, and I think tha t is a very desirable 

objective.
Many assaults, many rapes, many robberies would not end in death, first of all, if  the person were not armed. I n many cases a person who is robbed, for example, has a gun in his home or in his store;  the 

person who comes in to commit the crime is not armed, and, in an effort to protect  themselves, the citizen pulls a gun ; frequent ly they are not very proficient in it—I’m sure most people who own guns don’t go out and practice, and probably never took any kind of formal training in the first place in the use of it,  so I  t hink  what people view as protection for themselves is not necessarily so. It  frequently ends up in the ir own death.
I guess, essentially, what I am saying is t ha t the effect o f having  enforcement of current gun laws or of strengthening our gun laws will indeed reduce the level of violence t ha t we will have in crimes.
In  order to make this effective it seems to me tha t there must be some kind of mandatory  sentencing to back it  up. I believe the  prosecutor’s oflice in  D etroi t some months ago recommended an automatic  »5-day term for anyone convicted, a jail sentence for anyone convicted of illegal possession of a handgun.  I t ’s not a severe sentence in the sense tha t it’s going to have long-term disastrous effects on the. person but it’s severe enough th at it might be prohibitive.
This, to me, is very important , because I  think the major  problem at this point in time is going to be the enforcement, part icularly  in a city like Detroit, where it is my understanding that the majority of the guns tha t are in the hands of people are not only not registered, hut they are not purchased throu gh, necessarily, legal sources.
Mr. Conyers. Commander Bannon, would you care to add and sup

plement in any way the testimony of Dr. Wilt , especially in connec-
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tion with this repo rt that  both of you p ut together,  a comprehensive 
analysis of conflict-motivated homicides and assaults.

What kind of findings, principally, were derived from this  study?  
Commander Bannon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Basically, the homicide and assault study identifies numerous vari

ables as being influential in the etiology of homicides and assaults in 
the city of Detro it, handguns being one of the dominant  factors, 
undereducation, underemployment,  unemployment, use of alcohol, 
relationship to leisure time activities, and people in social interaction.

Dr. Wi lt’s major contribution to the literatu re on homicide is tha t 
she is the first who developed different nomenclature for the socio
logical study of assaults, homicides, in calling them conflict-moti
vated, crime-specific, so forth. So tha t she looks at all homicides, or 
we looked at all homicides and assaults as just another varia tion of 
a social interaction rather  than,  in criminal  terms, per se. Th at al
lows us then to look a t police shootings as well as citizen justifiable 
shootings and self-defense types of shootings tha t many other re
searchers have historically overlooked because they were looking at 
criminal definitions of homicide rath er than  social definitions.

I think  the variables I had are trad itional ly associated w ith pov
erty, with the inner  city, and in Det roit ’s case t ha t trans lates,  un
fortunately,  as a black problem.

One of the things that  Dr. Wil t and I both shared a major fear  
in, since realized, is that  some of the gun freaks and others would 
cast the problem in terms of a black problem, in terms of a city  p rob
lem, and be resistant towards any efforts to ameliorate the problem 
because it ’s basically our problem.

Dr. Wilt  and I, as long as I have the floor, have no disagreement 
whatsoever on the results of that study. Basically, we have a minor 
disagreement on the issue of gun control. Not over the issue of 
whether or not gun control would have a major  effect on homicides 
and assaults in Detro it, we agree  on that.

My reservation comes from 25 years of experience as a police officer 
and goes to the practicalities tha t can be achieved by a committee 
such as yours, by the legislature , by the courts, by the law enforce
ment system, so-called, and tha t makes me very reluc tant to endorse 
one shot panacea as for our problems. I would rath er see the com
mittee going in the direction of mid-ranged types of solutions. One 
such I  suggested in my very brief  statement to the committee, being 
tha t the use of a civil process to disarm violent households during 
the terms of the violence.

Mr. Conyers. H ow would th at work ?
Commander Bannon. Well, I would envision, not being a lawyer, 

of course, that once we were successful in identifying a poten tially  
or a violent diad, and perhaps, could predict a higher level of vio
lence, t ha t we would go into court and seek injunctive relief  or—so 
tha t the civil court would, in fact, disarm the household dur ing tha t 
period of traum a or violence, potential violence in the home. That 
would be one such solution.

My real favorite  solution, of course, would be a retu rn to pre-1965 
levels in the State  of Michigan. You know, we had the exception to-



the exclusionary rule which allowed the police and the prosecutor to proceed wi th the case no mat ter how the weapon was seized outside of  the privilege  of  the home. AVe extended to the home the full range of constitutional safeguards hut once you carried tha t gun outside of the home illegally, no matter how i t was seized, it was— you could introduce it as evidence in the court case.
Mr. Conyers. Didn’t the courts deal with tha t question.Commander Bannon. No, they didn’t specifically deal with that.  In  1965, and remember tha t year, it’s kind of crucial, it  was antici pated because of the M.A.P. decision in Ohio th at the U.S. Supreme Court would, in fact, knock down the exception to the exclusionary rule in Michigan. Tha t exception, by the way, dealt with both narcotics and with weapons. That’s an interesting corollary there, as well.
The prosecutor’s office, in anticipation of the court knocking down the exception to the exclusionary rule, in fact, ceased to issue warrants , and th at was about 1965, 1966, and if you would like to look at the spiraling homicide rate, and the narcotic traffic in the city of Detro it, I think you would see some relationsh ips there.Mr. Conyers. Yes, but are they any more than  unconnected? I mean, w hat is the point? You mean tha t the judiciary, in effect, by making  a constitutional finding, caused the increase of drug  traffic and homicides in the Nation and in Detroit , in part icular?Commander Bannon. I can’t speak to the Nation because other States, other jurisdic tions didn’t have the same provisions in the laws, statutory law that Michigan had, the exception for guns and narcotics. I think that the proli feration of guns and narcotics in Detroit is coincidental, it occurs at about the same time when tha t exception no longer is valid.
Mr. Conyers. What  about the idea t ha t was expressed by one of the subcommittee members here yesterday that , in all candor, frequent ly the police have put the gun in the case in such a way that the court knows th at  i t won’t wash. That  frequently leads to negotiated pleas. In turn , the Prosecutors  Association unanimously suppor ts ending plea bargaining mandatory sentences which, would not be necessary’, if they didn’t engage in negotiated  pleas to begin with . I t’s sort of a circular finger-poin ting activity  tha t goes on here.
Commander Bannon. Tha t is called the microscopic eye.Mr. Conyers. The judges point  to the law. They say, well, if you give me some laws we can work with, Mr. Legisla tor, evervthim’' would be all right.
I he legislators look at the tria l process and, of course, the prosecutors and defense ba r, they point at each other. Then one o f them looks at the way the police put the case together, and, as you know, too frequently when the  case is brough t into court, the evidence has been illegally seized. They almost know to the letter which judges are going  to enforce this interpreta tion of the law. They are playing Russian roulette in recorders court hoping to get the r igh t judge who will send the case through certain of reversal on appeal. Or, they will get another judge who very stringently  enforces the constitutional decisions in this direction.
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Commander B annon. Right. These problems don t go away it yon 
have a tota l abolition of handguns. The same people, the same system, 
so-called, is going to be required to enforce such a total prohibi tion.

Mr. Conyers. There is nobody—I thin k it should be stated that 
there  is nobody—there are  not great numbers of  people talking about 
a total  abolition of handguns.  I don’t  know how tha t would be 
brought about.

Commander B annon. Neither do I.
Mr. Conyers. You haven 't heard it from anybody on this  subcom- 

* mittee tha t is charged with coming up with some real answers. L can 
assure you, no matter what the difference of our views on the sub
committee may be, nobody thinks tha t there is yet tha t suppor t.

„ Let’s analyze some of the considerations about regis tration and
identification of who has the weapons, how they are trafficked in com
merce, both legally and illegally, and the whole question of  knowing 
where the weapons are in our society since we are inunda ted with 
such fantastic numbers of them.

One of the things that  impresses me about the importance of our 
hearings, if I may say so, is that many people were not aware of the 
rising Hood of weapons that  are introduced every year. So, in terms 
of picking up your phrase  of some kind of an intermediate approach 
to thi s problem, it would seem to me important tha t we begin to turn  
back this one statistic, tha t we are being flooded with 2 ^  million 
guns every year.

Now, to me, unless tha t one figure is stopped, there is no way to 
really deal intelligently with anyth ing else that flows from it.

Commander Bannon. I would agree.
Mr. Conyers. Could ei ther of you suggest a series of methods about 

how you think this migh t be best accomplished, i f tha t would be a 
good, modest beginning?

Dr. Wilt. I would like to speak to that .
I think  if you’re going to control the flow of guns, it, obviously, 

has to be done at two levels, one, at the manufacturers  levels be
cause where else do you get guns except from the people who make 
them, and the other is from interna tional sources. I recently read a 
book by a Washington reporter called “Saturday Night Special.” 
and it’s exceedingly well written , ami 1 was appalled at the number 
and quality of guns that we permit  in this country from Europe and 
from foreign countries. The quality  is incredible.

« Mr. Conyers. Incredibly good?
Dr. Wilt. Incredibly bad. I guess I should qualify  that . I guess— 

I really didn’t realize we had this problem in terms of numbers, so 
it seems clear to me tha t we need to control, perhaps  proh ibit com
pletely, or at least have quality control on the types of guns that 
come in from o ther countries and then, if you’re going to control the 
flow here, you do i t the same way you do wi th any other commercial 
enterprise, you control it at the manufacturer s level. I suppose per 
haps an analogy you could use would be some States have a State 
liquor board that controls how alcohol is distributed, you could use 
that kind of a procedure as a model for the distribution  of guns. I 
am not convinced tha t we need to have handguns sold at discount
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stores and this sort of th ing. I think  we should have one central control  from tha t level. I don’t see rea lly how else you control the flow 
of guns unless you do that .

Commander Bannon. Tha t is based on a realization tha t Michigan, probably, although you can’t tell it by the homicides and assault results, but Michigan has some of the more stringent  handgun pur chase requirements of the States. There are many States that  I have been in where you can purchase a handgun in a pawnshop. Many of our people from Detro it used to journey down to Toledo, Ohio, and buy them in roadside stands, much like you would buy contraband fireworks on the Fourth of July, and use them for the same kinds of 
reasons as people used fireworks.

I think you need Federal legislation on tha t basis because there are differences amongst the States about how you purchase a gun, whether it ’s registered, what quality  it must be and tha t kind of thing . I think tha t is clearly within the police power of the legisla
ture,  to set those standards .

Mr. Conyers. Well, the fact seems to be, from the testimony we have gleaned from representatives of the State Police, that even though we have what migh t be termed relatively stringent laws, among the States, it’s had literal ly no impact on anything. In  other 
words, what frequently  happens is tha t this becomes a case agains t any fur ther laws because the laws you have aren’t working. It  seems to me tha t these laws, regardless of their stringencies are not effective at all.

The requirement for the license is that you are  not an alcoholic or drug  addict or a recent convict and you are over 18. So th at ’s the permit requirements. There are very few people that  are going to be stopped there.
The fact, I think , and we haven’t been able to detail this, is probably as many guns are not registered in this area, even though there is a regist ration  requirement, as there are ones tha t are.
Commander Bannon. You can assume from the homicide figures, which are probably conservative on that  issue, there is only 60-some percent, traditionally tha t aren’t, registered, used in social conflict homicides that you’re understanding the case; I would say tha t the numbers, are, you know, just no re lationship to the total number of weapons in the city of Detroit by the regist ration  figures.
Mr. Conyers. Let ’s yield to counsel for a couple of questions.
You like the idea. I  thin k both of you, thi s 5-day mandatory tha t has been recommended by the prosecutor for people th at violate gun law, or do you have some reservations about tha t?
Dr. W ilt. I  have none. I think th at will have, toward the majority of people, a very deterrent effect. Tt’s jus t enough of a risk t ha t most 

people wouldn’t—it’s an added risk they don’t want to take. At  the moment there is no serious risk involved in illegally owning and carry ing a handgun.  I t might  be taken away from you for a few days. I f  you look at the court reports and see what happens in terms of enforcement, the  gun control laws t ha t we do have, it’s very bad, so I think if it were done, and it has to be done effectively in the sense tha t every single person who is convicted of illegally owning or carrying a handgun, has to have that mandatory sentence. If  it’s
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not going to be done uniformly , then I don’t see it working anyth ing 
out.

Commander Bannon. There are just as many so-called legitimate 
citizens, businessmen, c arry ing weapons in the city, as there are ille
gitimate citizens, so to speak. It  seems to me tha t when it becomes 
time to prosecute, th at  some people view the ir legitimacies as an ac
tual  excuse for carry ing the weapon. I thin k tha t Dr. Wilt has 
pointed out very clearly that many of the homicides tha t we have 
studied result from the fact  that both parties  who enter into the 
interaction, who aren’t illegally armed, and they resort to the use of 
the firearm while being illegally armed, tha t conflict would not have 
been of the grav ity tha t it was if they were not, in fact, armed.

Mr. Conyers. 1 must express a reservation about tha t because 1 
thin k you’re going to get so many hard cases th at will make bad law, 
tha t even i t it ’s passed, and enforced, it woud probably be repealed 
aft er you get some little  old ladies in tennis shoes type cases coming 
up. You would e ither  repeal the law or you would get the prosecutor 
not bring ing the case because that ’s what happens when you put a 
mandatory death sentence onto a charge. People are very reluctant 
because they know th at once i t goes, then the judge, the jury , nobody 
has the discretion.

What I keep thinking is, th at tha t is sor t of punishment afte r the 
fact. 1 mean, here we are dealing in a permissive society that , not 
just for 30 years of this generation, or this century, but historically 
have encouraged and promoted the individuals’ romance with the 
gun. I t’s instilled. Children are given guns to play with from in
fancy. I t’s psychologically connected with men’s manhood. It ’s seen as 
a defensive weapon. We have all th is great trad itional  and subjective 
buildup and then, a ll of a sudden we say, wait a minute, we’re wrong, 
there are too many guns in the society, we have had it, now. from 
next July 1 on, everybody with a gun is in trouble. I think that’s a 
traum atic change tha t, perhaps, f rom the  posi tion th at I ’m arguing— 
the other side of the case—is not a moderate approach to this 
business.

I think guns can be separated from narcotics. Narcotics are ille
gally manufactured and t rans ported and sold, guns are legally made, 
mostly legally introduced  into American commerce, and can be p ur
chased quite appropriately  within  the law.

So it would seem tha t we would go back to the source. Here we, 
have a control over the source, we can control the manufacture, and 
we can control the  d istributor.  I  th ink tha t we might be able to make 
this whole problem a lot more palatab le to many people who have 
not thought about it if we begin to merely reduce the availability 
rather than  punishing people for having  a gun that  he always 
thought was perfectly OK. I think your proposal may be a little  bit 
tough to ask the prosecutors and judges, many of whom, as you 
pointed out, don’t prosecute concealed weapons cases now because 
they get the marginal cases where a person was acting  defensively 
while illegally  in possession of a weapon.

Commander Bannon. Well, in my statement, I did. in fact, allude 
to the  fact t ha t I feel at  th is point in our h istory , with demonstra ted 
inabil ity to protect the population, tha t we probably—it ’s futile to
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ask people to disarm themselves because of many of the same things 
that  you have said. I would point out, though,  tha t your discussion 
of the manufacturers’ importa tion is—th at ’s good, but it only deals 
with  the prim ary acquisition. The secondary acquisition, whether 
by priva te sale o r by the ft, is a major problem. Once the  weapon is 
introduced, legally, then it becomes subject to theft, it becomes sub
ject to priva te sale, and tha t kind of thing.  So, you know, there is 
a law of diminish ing returns on what you’re proposing.

Mr. Conyers. One final question, and tha t is on the role of the law 
enforcement. In connection with the defense that people frequently  
and  legitimate ly raise about citizens disarm ing themselves, why, in 
you r judgment, has law enforcement been unable to provide support 
in the inner cities with the greatest number of gun licenses, and 
where guns are probably more prudent among tlie citizenry than 
anywhere else?

Commander Bannon. That’s very difficult to answer th at question 
because the  gun, in tha t relationship, becomes merely a tool of crim
inal activity and we are not now talk ing about the gun, itself, being 
the criminal activity , i t’s the tool of th at activity. That’s why T spoke 
of many o ther social evils tha t exist th at need to be redressed, which— 
such as we talked  about, as unemployment, underemployment, over- 
indulgence in alcohol, the age variables tha t are predominant, the 
educational variables, and those kinds of things. I don’t want to cast 
the gun as be ing the chief culp rit in tha t kind of thing, there  are a 
whole lot of things contributing to the crime bank but the fact is 
that there is a perception, real or unreal, mostly real in my view, 
that the police depar tment  and law enforcement, in general, the 
criminal justice system has not adequately provided for the protec
tion of the citizen and without tha t assurance, then it ’s very difficult 
to convince people t ha t they should not rely on the ir own resources 
to carry  guns.

Mr. Conyers. Tha t is the question. We are back to my question. 
What about the law—the role of the police in  this area?

I agree with you about  the socioeconomic circumstances th at  create 
the ghetto and spawn crime. W hat about the failure of law enforce
ment. inside the inner city, which is the most dangerous area for a 
person ?

I wish you would ratt le off some statistics  about how many more 
times a black person is subject to being killed from living in the 
inner city as opposed to a white person who may live in the suburbs. 
Are you fami liar with those figures?

Commander Bannon. I  am familiar  with them. About 72 percent 
of the homicide victims are black victims of b lack c riminals—84 p er
cent, I'm sorry. Yes, there is just absolutely no question tha t the 
black inner city resident is overwhelmingly the victim of all crime, 
not just homicide and assault, but totally.

Mr. Conyers. Well, t ha t’s a law enforcement problem, guns aside?
Commander Bannon. Tha t is a law enforcement problem, if, in 

fact, you're talking about the wide range of law enforcement, the 
whole criminal justice system, yes.

Mr. Conyers. Talking about the narrow  range of it. Commander, 
jus t talking about a guy tha t lives over on Sherman Street, who has
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a right to be able to  go out of his house without getting ripp ed off, 
and his argument to this  subcommittee is, look Conyers, I have got 
no quarre l with gun control, but  1 have to make i t to the store and 
back. AVhat are you going to do for  mel

I say, well, we’re going to dry up the supply, friend citizen, but 
we also must contemporaneously attem pt to provide you a much 
greater protection  th rough the law, the  absence of which has created 
the necessity, real  or imagined, to carry  a weapon and become indi
vidually armed. . • • ?

Commander Bannon. True, and my answer to th at is tha t i t is nt  
it ’s not just the police depar tment  failure, it ’s the entire criminal  
justice system failu re when we look a t the recidivism rate, when we 
look at corrections tha t don’t correct, when we look at all the different 
aspects tha t continue this  trend.

When we look at educational failures and tha t kind of thin g that 
locks these people into a life of crime or, at least, a majo r segment 
of the ir lifetime is in crime.

Mr. Conyers. Right,  but the citizen on Sherman street can’t go to 
the police depar tment  and talk  to them about the failu re of the 
prison system or the failu re of the judiciary. I think they should go 
to the corrections superin tendent , but they could come to the police 
department where the responsibility for protection directly  rests.

Commander Bannon. And they frequent ly do.
Mr. Conyers. And I would hope tha t the police depar tment 

wouldn’t say, well, now look, friend, I understand your problem, but 
I want to point out to you some other factoi-s th at cause it.

There is the fact that there is jobless and you don’t get an educa
tion tha t is good enough to qualify  you for jobs, and you live in a 
segregated housing, and the  pri son system is bad, the recidivism rate  
is high, the criminal justice system is a flop, and he says, great,  I 
agree—or maybe not great—awful, I agree, but  the police are not 
charged with any of those responsibilities. They are charged with 
provid ing me with some protection.

They are not charged with making the penitentia ries a bette r place. 
The fellow th at gets ripped off is getting his rights violated within an 
ambit tha t, to me, is clearly an area in which the police departm ent 
would be responsible.

Now, how can police departments, in a more meaningful way, pro
vide the support tha t would allow the average citizen to rationalize 
the responsibilities and sympathies w ith—of this  committee? I t seems 
to me we can’t tell him tha t the socioeconomic circumstances make 
this a big picture. I thin k we can give him a sociological line, sort 
out the judges, and talk  about the judicial system. But it isn't the 
judicia l system tha t allows him to get robbed or mugged or that  
makes him terrorized.

Commander Bannon. I don’t agree with you. If  the correction 
system consistently turns the same criminals back onto the s treet with 
out doing thei r job after they have been ini tially arrested, then, cer
tainly, they bear their measure of the responsibi lity. And, certainly, 
we are not going to tell the man on Sherman Stree t that we are not 
going to protect  you and we can’t protect  you and it ’s this  outfit’s 
fault and that outfit’s fault .
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Mr. Conyers. What do we say to him? It  seems to me th at  a part 
of our responsibility,  now t ha t we agree  tha t there are many part s of our system involved, is the police, and one is some sort of requirement that we provide an improved system of protection. 
Woudn’t you agree?

Commander Bannon. Yes, absolutely.
Mr. Conyers. I mean, we can’t eliminate the gun successfully as long as people don’t feel t ha t they are going to get protection. Are 

there any plans afoot to provide that increased protection in the 
more dangerous areas of our cities?

Commander Bannon. Of course, I ’m not here as a representative  of the police departm ent, as you are well aware, and I think  you had 
someone here yesterday who was, but in the 2d precinct for which I 
can speak, yes, we have several programs in which we’re try ing  to, and, in fact,  are succeeding to some degree, in lowering the victimization rate in that  precinct. Better patrol , more sensitive patrol, more 
community involvement, more and bette r communications with the 
community, and tha t kind of thin g; involvement of the community in its own defense in terms of information to the police through 
various means, block clubs, through the community groups, that kind of thing .

I think we have some success, limited at this point in time, by resources tha t we don’t have prim ary access to, but, certainly , successful.
Afr. Conyers. Would you add anything, doctor, to this discussion?Dr. Wilt. Yes, I would like to.
I made the comment, in fact, in this paper, tha t my feeling is th at we shouldn’t negate the necessity for laws like handgun control or 

enforcement of it and jus tify  tha t by saying I ’m sorry  the police can't handle it. I think,  like other public agencies, all segments of 
the criminal justice need to be made accountable for their effectiveness. Accountability is no new thing in public agencies, and I do 
agree with Commander Bannon tha t i t’s not just the police depar tment  tha t needs some very hard  evaluation done, and some changes made, 
but tha t is a place to sta rt because it ’s where enforcement begins, to me. 1 am quite fami liar with the research done throughout  the coun
try  on police departments and I know there is very littl e we have 
done. We have known for years tha t these things are kinds of problems. We have known tha t the cities for years have not had adequate 
protection and very few police departments have taken it upon them
selves or had political direction within  thei r own city to make the 
necessary changes. I t’s not as if we don’t know what the problems are, so I view tha t as a very serious issue tha t is not being dealt with.

Mr. Conyers. Are you familiar with the statistics that  the leading cause of death for black males between 16 and 39 is homicide?
Commander Bannon. The  leading cause?
Mr. Conyers. The single leading cause. A grea t percentage  of which is gun related.
I yield now to staff counsel, Maurice Barboza, for a question or two.
Mr. Barboza. Dr. Wilt,  could you review the statist ics that you compiled in your study concerning conflict related, crime related and other classifications of crime?

i
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Dr. Wilt. In terms of——
Mr. Barboza. Of homicide.
Dr. Wilt. I n terms of the use of guns?
Mr. B arboza. Yes.
Dr. Wilt. OK. Well, the data  that I dealt with was 1972 data. 

There was a category that I called unspecified homicides simply be
cause neither the perpetrator  nor the method was known. 1 hat pa r
ticu lar type, 71 percent of 103—well, 103 or 71 percent of the total  

. were homicides committed with handguns .
Mr. Barboza. What was the total?
Dr. Wilt. There were 145 unspecified homicides, 103 or 71 per

cent committed with a handgun.
There are 136 crime related homicides, in other words, homicides 

tha t resulted from a robbery, from a rape, from an assault, from a 
police action. One hundred and thir ty-s ix of them, which was i4. i 
percent of  the tota l, were committed with  handguns.

The last category is social conflict homicides which is a category 
tha t I defined as homicides arising out of arguments between people. 
There were 178 social conflict homicides which was 52.7 percent  of 
the tota l involved handguns. I think , no doubt whatsoever — --

Mr. Barboza. Would  you repeat  the handgun percentage in con
flict related homicide?

Dr. Wilt. The  percentage for the 1972 data  for Detroit was 52.7.
Mr. Barboza. Data  for  1972?
Dr. Wilt. Yes.
Air. Barboza. Are you saying tha t there are reasons why the per 

centage is lower for conflict related homicides committed with han d
guns than  crime related?

Dr. Wilt. Well, I thin k that probably  from the criminal's point 
of view i t’s easier to commit a crime with a handgun, it ’s easier to 
conceal. To me, the most important point  is tha t within  the home, 
which is where most of these social conflict homicides take place, 
when you’re involved in an argument, and the level of aggression is 
rising  and rising and ris ing, you’re just as likely to pick up  a butcher 
knife or a bottle or chai r or stereo, television, or whatever happens  

•  to be handy, and handguns in argument situations are less accessible.
Mr. Barboza. Are there  any data concerning the number of homi

cides th at were committed with other instruments, where there  was 
a handgun in the home?

Dr. W ilt. Most-----
Mr. Barboza. Th at was not used ?
Dr. Wilt. The data  tha t I took was from the police depar tmen t’s 

files and they didn’t indicate,  for the most par t, whether  there were 
handguns there. They did specify the homicide writeup.

Commander Bannon. They wouldn’t know either, by the way.
Mr. Conyers. Could you review the thrust  of all these questions? 

These sta tistics are kind of getting thrown back and forth . Wh at is 
the point tha t you're working toward  in terms of your line of 
questioning?

Air. Barboza. I t hink  what we should develop on the  record is these 
statistics concerning homicides which they compiled in the study 
during 1972. As Dr. AVilt has indicated, they studied  homicides com
mitted  in Detroi t to determine the  weapon and the other causes which



1014

may have led to the homicide. I thin k tha t this bears on the ques
tion of the availability of a handgun.

Mr. Conyers. So what do the statistics show, though? Now tha t 
you have had this interchange, what was revealed here?

Mr. Barboza. Well, I think that , perhaps, the statistics may point 
to the fact  tha t homicides that are committed in the home are 
more than likely committed w ith handguns because of their availabil
ity, whereas some homicides might  not have been committed if the 
handguns were not available and another instrument was there. I do 
not think t hat  most people purchase handguns with the knowledge that  
they will become engaged in an argument or violent conflict with a 
relative  or friend  and use the weapon, whereas criminals purchase or 
steal handguns  knowing what they will use them for. So, this gets us  
back to the question you raised, Air. Chairman, about the  availability 
of guns coining from manufacturers, ge tting  into homes and being used 
in crime.

Dr. Wilt. Even crime rela ted homicides would be reduced i f h and
gun laws were enforced.

Air. Conyers. Very good. I wanted to develop t ha t so tha t we just  
didn ’t have a nice conversation with statistics  back and forth that 
would have to be restudied.

Do you have any fur ther questions?
I would like to yield to Counsel Chris Gekas for an observation.
Air. Gekas. Dr. Wil t, was this study part of a larger study done, 

the gun pa rt tha t we have here?
Dr. Wilt. I t is pa rt of my doctoral dissertation,  which is approxi

mately 300 pages, a very intensive analysis of th e homicides in 1972, 
yes.

Air. Gekas. Alore than guns?
Dr. AVilt. Yes; as I said, I view guns as stric tly a technical ap

proach.
Air. Gekas. I  wonder if we could have a copy o f the full  thing? 

Believe it or not, stall does read those and occasionally we could 
convince the Congressmen to do it.

Air. Conyers. Careful , counsel.
Air. Gekas. There has been an absence of scholarly research in the 

area of gun use and the problems in the United States  unti l very, 
very recently, until , really, since 1968. The first definitive ones were 
Newton and Zimring for the Eisenhower Commission.

In  Chicago there is a sociologist named Richard Block, I don’t 
know i f you’re familiar  w ith his work, bu t he has—I  thin k is as yet 
unpublished,  jus t completed a study concerning the—it’s a trend 
analysis, I think they call it, and what simply it is, they  compare all 
the changes in gun use and homicides in a 7-year period, they have 
taken all the stat istics and p ut them on computers and analyzed them 
from 1968 to 1973.

Commander Bannon. I thin k he sent us a copy.
Air. Gekas. He uses the  techniques, it’s called access increase, it ’s 

very technical and I ’m not sure tha t I understand it, but what  it 
suggests is t hat  the  character of robberies changing in propor tion, in 
relat ion to the accessibility that perpetrators of robberies have to 
hand guns ; tha t is, because the handgun is more and more easily ac-
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cessible, they  are turnin g to it more and more as a tool of t he ir trade 
and I would wonder if you would agree tha t—you know, it seems 
to me that reducing the  availabili ty of handguns will have an im
pact on the robbery rate, because I  think tha t—it may not be some
thin g that can be studied, lo u  suggested in your writ ten remarks 
and in your oral summary that  you’re not going to reduce robbery 
but you will reduce homicides.

Dr. Wilt. You will reduce the level of violence in crimes.
Mr. Gekas. The level of violence?
Dr. Wilt. I guess what I am really saying is th at,  as a researcher, 

I am perhaps being a bit conservative and I am not willing to sav 
that  I think the robbery rate  will be reduced. I t might. I thin k I 
have also commented here tha t crimina l technology response to citi 
zen and police technology. There  is no need for guns any more be
cause the citizen is not going to be armed and the robber wouldn’t be 
armed either because the sentence tha t he is likely to receive is going 
to be more severe.

Commander Bannon. Under a displacement theory one would 
antic ipate  there would be a downturn in robbery, in my view, be
cause these people involved often are narcotic addicts, they are physi 
cally inferior to the potential victim, and withou t the equalization 
or superior ity they perceive the gun to give them, I  thin k they would 
displace the criminal activi ty to the less severe kinds of things.

Mr. Conyers. To yield  on that point, the reason I take a conserva
tive approach to this question you raise is th at one of the best ways 
to stop an intelligent development of firearms regulation in Amer
ica is to hook it to the promise tha t crime is going to go down. Then, 
if within some miraculous 6-month period there hasn’t been a reduc
tion, they say: Well, see, it doesn’t work, and all that  business t ha t 
the sociologists and the police were talk ing about is nonsense. Now, 
we better s tar t arming ourselves for real because we proved it doesn’t 
work.

What I perceive, and I thin k the members of this subcommittee 
perceive, is tha t we are now init iating a new point of departure in 
American legislative  history . We have finally developed to a point  
where this question is going to assume g reater importance. That is, 
many citizens realize that they have to choose between one or two 
modes of operation. Eit her  we all continue to increase the arming, 
which will lead to increasing homicides, which will lead to increas
ing danger, which will stabilize nothing,  and secure no thing; or else 
we begin to try  to deescalate the amount of arms that are in our 
society. In  tha t way, it ’s like international disarmament. Nations 
have to approach the question of thermonuclear activity in much 
the same spi rit that individuals in this  country now have to ap 
proach handgun disarmament .

Mr. Gekas. I have only one other question, and I thin k it has to do 
with  the predictabi lity of success of a licensing and regi stra tion  
system.

Has there been any research done on criminal histories  of  offenders 
in gun crimes because I  ask the question because all the regi stra tion  
and licensing systems that  have been drawn are designed to prevent, 
in the first instance, persons with felony convictions f rom obtaining
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handguns. The rationale behind tha t is, because it ’s the repeated 
offender who is using handguns. ITas there been any research done on 
tha t and can such research be reasonably-----

Dr. Wilt. I haven’t seen any research on this. Again, perhaps I 
shouldn’t use a journalized word, bu t I was very impressed with the 
book on the Satu rday  nigh t special. They spoke in there of several 
States  where you sa y: I ’m over 18, I ’m not an alcoholic and T have 
never been picked up by the police and there  is no check made 
whether  th is is, in fact, the case. I f tha t is the way t ha t regis tration 
proceeds, it ’s not effective.

Mr. Gekas. The only statist ic that I have seen has been in the  
Chicago murde r analysis report tha t is put out by the Chicago Po
lice Department. It  said tha t a very high propor tion of offenders 
and victims, in gun related homicides, have prio r criminal records. 
Well, unfor tunate ly, a prio r criminal record could mean an arrest in 
the inner  city, traffic, it could be-----

Dr. Wilt. My disserta tion has statistic s for  all victims and per 
petra tors of homicides, and there were many records and 70 percent 
of them, for both victims and perpe trators, were traffic violations. So 
I do have complete data  for tha t on Detroi t.

Mr. Gekas. On whether or not there are prior  criminal records?
Dr. Wilt. Yes.
Mr. Gekas. I would be very interested in that.
Mr. Conyers. Do you have any closing observations?
If  not, I am going to thank  you both for coming before us. I es

pecially appreciate the work tha t both of you have done. I am sen
sitive to the fact that Commander Bannon has a dual capacity  as 
a sociologist and a law enforcement officer. I thin k you b ring  a pa r
ticu lar insigh t to the problem, and I think you are quite correct in 
assessing your police work as being really unique in terms of crea t
ing some definitions within  which we can make fa r more incisive pe r
ceptions than  have been made to date. I am grateful  for the help 
that you have given this committee. Thank you very much.

Commander Bannon. Thank you.
[The prepared statements  of Commander Bannon and Dr. Wi lt 

follow:]
Stateme nt  of .Tam es  D . Ban no n, Commander , D etroit P olice  D epar tm en t

The Honorable Subcommittee  on Crime : Fi rs t may T express the  grati tud e of a 
working policeman, an academic ian and a concerned citizen for  th e subcom
mit tee’s concern over the  crucial issue of violence in our cities. We have be
come abundantly aware  t ha t the epidemic proportions of the problem of violence 
and crim e in the  U.S. today is beyond the  resour<*es of individual citie s and  
sta tes . Meaningful  action mus t come from the federa l level.

Attac hed to thi s sta tem ent as an appendix is the  report  of Dr. Mar ie Wilt and 
myself entit led  social conflict homicides and assaul ts. This was a comprehensive  
stud y of homicides and assaul ts in De tro it for  1972-73, which was funded by 
the  Police Foundatio n. We. th at  is the  dep artm ent . Dr. Wilt and  I,  are con
tinuing our study of possible action prog rams in the  sphere of social  conflict 
resolution und er a second gr an t from the  founda tion  which will be concluded  
soon. Hopefully, recommendations the n from the  combined stud ies will lead  to 
action  programs in thi s most important area .

The  co mmitttee  is  at  present,  however, concerned with  the  single issue of the  
impact of the  ava ilab ility of handguns on the  atrocious homicide ra te  of urban 
places such as Detroit.
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While an accura te account of the number of handguns available to citizens 
of Detroit is impossible to calcula te we have  heard estimates ranging from one 
to three million. The numbers are unimportant  in the face of generous empiri
cal evidence tha t handguns  are readily available  to be deployed to resolve a 
social conflict or commit a crime.

The social conflict study if nothing else demonstrates tha t continued debate 
over the issue of the impact of large numbers of handguns registered or un
registered. is not valid. Rhetoric such as “guns don’t kill people, people kill 
people” is asinine to say the least. Of course people kill people, with guns, 
knives, bludgeons, ropes, poison and all manner of improvisation. But with 

„ guns they do it much more efficiently. The handgun is a most eflicient killer.
Without the marvelous technical ability of the medical profession it would be 
even more eflicient. Let us not waste our energies debating the efficacy of the 
handgun in achieving its designed purpose.

It  can be stated unequivocably tha t were handguns to become non-existent, 
« social conflict homicide would be dramat ically effected. Likewise the assault

rate. It  is tru e that depriving citizens of the ability to impersonally inflict 
injury  to each other would not eliminate violent social conflict. However, the 
level of violence would be reduced to less ultimate injury,  death, that the 
handgun does so well.

Some have predicted tha t homicides and assaults would merely be perpe
trated by other means. However this overlooks a very important characteris tic 
of the  gun. We recall tha t in our pioneer heritage  the .44 was called the “grea t 
equalizer.” Without the physical equality or superiori ty of the gun many con
flicts would not even be entered into. Likewise the more timid or physically 
inferior felon would be reluc tant  to embark on his enterprise of face to face 
robbery without the edge his gun provides. We may conclude tha t both homi
cides and assaults would decrease in frequency as well as severity. Likewise 
crimes of robbery would diminish.

Having endorsed completely the notion tha t abolition of handguns would 
dramatically effect the level and frequency of violence, I now must offer my 
personal concerns over the probabilities of achieving this goal.

One disturbing fact about the homicide-assault study tha t both Dr. Wilt ana  
I have anguished over is the potential, since realized for casting the issue in 
terms of a black problem or a city problem. The argument continues that the 
problem is confined to subcultures within urban places, therefore let the reme
dies be confined to those places and groups. This argument is difficult to re
spond to because of the complex of other social problems that  the study and 
other lite ratu re have frequently identified as being typical of large cities, edu
cation, income level, age groups, density of population, use of alcohol are 
jus t a few of the variables which constantly reappear in the study. Often with 
as much frequency as the  use of guns in homicides and assaults.

For different reasons I must conclude that,  at present at least, guns are a 
city problem. Whereas the “gun freak s” argue tha t this fact means tha t gun 

* control should be limited to such places I would argue tha t gun control limited
to cities or unlimited is only one of the problems begging for resolution. Tha t 
returns will be limited in terms of the pay-off of gun control without address
ing these other social problems.

a  I am concerned tha t those who see gun control as the monistic panacea for
crime and violence will mask these other  equally important variables  which 
cry out for redress. A full  scale onslaught on gun ownership to the exclusion 
of the other social evils will delay or diminish society’s interest on proceeding 
apace with social problems equal to or grea ter than tha t of handguns.

I would also like to go on record as predicting failure  for handgun control 
at this point in our history without  first resolving the issue of crime.

It  is clear and indisputable tha t city residen ts and part icula rly socio
economically deprived persons (in Detro it’s case tha t translates as blacks) 
are the primary victims of crime. This fact taken  with an equally clear demon
strat ion of government inabili ty to project the citizen forces him or her  to 
rely on their  own resources for protection agains t the depredations of criminals.

Real or not. the perception of the litt le old lady tha t her handgun is the 
only defense against, criminal assau lt or robbery, is the only way she can 
psychologically continue to function in this hostile environment. The fac t tha t 
she is so concerned over the potent ial danger of the weapon itse lf that  she
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keeps the gun in one hiding plaee and the bullets another, is irrelevant to her  feeling of protection from ixtssible attack.To attempt to deprive her of this psychological and perhaps unreal crutch without first being able to assure  her tha t government will protect her is doomed to failure.  Or even worse will cause a fur the r withdrawal and tra umatization.

Finally  I would caution the committee against optimism tha t ultim ate solutions to the problem lie in tota l "prohibition.” We can recall the las t ignoble experiment with prohibitions. Rather than  replicate tha t sort of experiment I would suggest we look to limited range disarmament of our citizens. Perhaps in non- criminalizing ways.
One such solution might well be the removal of weapons from demonstrably violent households by civil process.
We have in Michigan some very good laws on handgun ownership and carrying. Yet we see little  interest by the courts in enforcement of these laws in any meaningful way. Perhaps this is justi fiable when the bench recognizes th is dilemma of the citizen often victimized but inadequately protected by h is government. None-the-less these are the same courts which would be expected to apply criminal sanctions.
In conclusion then I would endorse wholeheartedly, any meaningful effort to control or abolish handguns. However, such endorsement would be contingent on an equally industrious effort to assure our citizens tha t we have the ability and desire to provide them all the  protection they need. And further , we begin at once to rectify the social evils tha t are equal to the handgun in the etiology of homicide.
Thank  you for allowing me the opportunity to express these views.

S tate m ent by  G. M arie  W il t , R es ea rch  I n st it u te , W ayne Sta te  U n iv ersi ty

The role of firearms in public safety and in violent crimes in Detroit, as well as in other cities, is a serious one that must be evaluated objectively, rathe r than  assessed from the emotions of those with vested interests . Bumper stickers, slogans and impassioned pleas have bombarded the public in efforts to persuade people to favor or oppose gun control. There have been very few efforts to educate the public concerning our current gun control laws, the role of guns in violent crimes, safe operation of firearms or the exten t to which a gun actually provides protection for a person in the home.It  is my purpose, in presenting this statement, to inte rpre t the findings of my research concerned with homicides and social conflict crimes in Detro it in terms of thei r relevance to a policy for the control of firearms. In addition, I will explain a position on firearms control that, in my opinion, seems feasible based upon current research by sociologists in the field of criminology. My position on firearms control is stated first, followed by supporting dat a from iny research.
In the interest of public safety, it is my opinion tha t, as a general policy, all firearms should be controlled by both license and registration.  Licensing should be required of all merchants of firearms and both license and regis tration should be required of all owners of firearms. Such a procedure would be analogous to current  requirements for ownership and operation of automobiles. Like the automobile, any type of firearm is a machine that requires a person to have skill to operate it safely. In the interest of establishing safety standards for firearms ownership and use, it  seems a reasonable requirement would be tha t registrat ion should be mandatory, prior to the purchase of a firearm. Once a person is granted registra tion, a license should be required to operate the firearm. This license should be renewed every two or three  years, based upon an appropriate tes t for continued proficiency in safe operation. It  would also be reasonable to require tha t ammunition for any firearm be sold only to persons so licensed.
No doubt there are many who would view such requirements as most severe. However, it is my opinion that such a policy would be a minimum procedure to assure safety in use of firearms. Few people would argue tha t there should be no licensing procedure for operation of automobiles. There are even fewer persons who would want to drive automobiles if there were neither standards for safe operation, nor licensing procedures for enforcing these standards. Since
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improperly operated firearms have a grea ter potent ial for  injuries or deaths of 
human beings than do automobiles, such regulation seems des irable for safety 
purposes.

The question of the  re lationship between firearms use and crime is a variab le 
tha t will also influence any decisions tha t are made concerning control of fire
arms. As the data that follow clearly indicate, handguns are tlie par ticu lar 
type of firearm that  are  most frequently used in homicides and assaults in 
Detroit. Other contemporary research in criminology, as well as the annual  FBI  
Uniform Crime Reports, fur the r show tha t handguns predominate  as the 
weapon most frequently used in many types of crime—robbery, illegal narcotics 

«, disputes, assaults,  and homicides. Therefore,  if one is concerned with crime pre
vention and reducing the level of potentia l violence in crimes of any type, it  
would be reasonable to focus one’s atten tion on the regulation of handguns.

Based upon my inte rpretation of my own research findings and those of o ther 
social scientists', I have no doubt tha t effective handgun control (enforced 

* quickly and with certainty ) would reduce the numbers of some types of crime
(homicides, in particular, and assaul ts to a lesser exten t) and change the na
ture  of other crimes—assaults, robberies, and perhaps rape and burglary. In 
other words, if ownership of handguns by private citizens were either pro
hibited or controlled by registra tion and licensing, the level of violence in crim
inal acts would be reduced significantly. The number of homicides i>er year, 
especially in major cities, would decrease, as would tlie number of serious 
injuries occurring during assaults, robberies, rapes and burglaries.

It  would be incorrect  to assume tha t handgun control would bring about a 
certa in reduction in any of these felonies, except for homicides. Violence, as an 
accepted form of interact ion, cannot be curtai led by controlling the use of 
firearms. However, the level of potential violence in such interactions can be 
controlled by such procedures. Since it is known that handguns are the weapons 
that  are most frequently used to injure or kill in criminal activities, effective 
handgun control would definitely and significantly reduce the number of persons 
who would be injured  or killexl during an argument or the commission of a 
crime. If one values human life, this is a worthwhile objective tha t could be 
attained by establishing regulatory policies for handgun ownership and use 
and enforcing them efficiently.

In order to discuss more specifically the impact handgun control would have 
on homicides, based on Detroit's  experience, let me first present highlights 
from the supportive dat a that follows at the end of this statement:

1. For each year of 1971 through 1972, handguns were used in 60% of all 
homicides tha t occurred in Detroit.

2. For 1972, 424 (63%) homicides were committed with handguns.
x 3. Weapons are more frequently used to terminate conflicts that, become 

homicides after  the conflict is started  than  are used at the initiat ion of such 
conflicts.

4. The major ity of parti cipa nts in homicides who had weapons were carry-
» ing weapons on their  persons when the homicide took place (75.6% for victims

and 66.5% for perp etra tors ).
5. Of the 145 unspecified homicides (motives and perpetrator unknown), 103 

or 70.1% were committed with handguns.
a  6. Of the 182 crime specific homicides (took place during or after the com

mission of another crime), 136 or 74.7% were committed with handguns.
7. Handguns were used in 71.1% of the homicides preceded by robberies, in 

92.3% of those preceded by narcotics violations, and in 68.8% of those homi
cides preceded by all other crimes.

8. Of the 33S social conflict homicides (those developing from an argument), 
178 or 52.7% were committed with handguns.

9. Over the past  30 years, handguns have increased significantly as weapons 
used to commit homicides (27% in Philadelphia  in 1945 and 63% in Detroit 
in 1972).

Even in this brief  summary, it is evident tha t handguns are the predominant 
weapon used in homicides in Detroit. Some form of handgun control—perhaps 
registration and licensing for ownership and operation—would significantly 
reduce the number of homicides. While many similar situations  in the fut ure
I---------------

1 All the  following poin ts based upon the  wr ite r’s ana lysis of De troit’s 1972 homicide 
data.



would be likely to involve some form of conflict, fewer would result  in the death of one of the partic ipants. Many social conflicts would terminate before they reached a homicidal level and many crimes would have less potentia l for involving a homicide if handguns were not so readily available. It  is  also apparent  tha t restrict ions upon carrying handguns would reduce the number of homicides.
Research done by Franklin E. Zimring2 3 clearly indicates tha t handguns are more dangerous weapons—they are more likely to resu lt in death or serious injury than any other- weapon. T his fact, combined with the stati stics  tha t show handguns being used to commit grea ter proportions of all homicides, emphasizes the need for some form of enforced regulation if homicides are to be prevented.
While the w riter  interprets  her data as emphatically supporting the need for control of handguns, one should also understand  the limita tions of handgun control as a method of preventing violence. Violence can be reduced only by education and socialization processes t hat help people to develop negative values towards violence. Handgun control will reduce the level of violence, i t will not decrease the number of violent interactions.Whatever policies and regulations may be established to control firearms, they must be enforced emphatically if they are to have any impact upon public safety or crime. Mandatory sentences tha t are appropriate  for the offense— whether it is illegal ownership, use, or carrying of a firearm, or use of a firearm during the commission of another crime—seem to be the only method of effectively enforcing such laws. Although it  would probably be a year  or two before the impact of such enforcement would be evident, people would not ignore firearms laws if they observed the courts  jailing everyone found guilty of such violation s: Too frequently, police negate the value of existing gun control laws, claiming they cannot be enforced. If  police, prosecutors and courts were to work cooperatively in these efforts, the  laws could, indeed, be enforced.There are two myths constantly put forth  by those who oppose legal control of ‘guns. Various groups make the claim tha t if guns are prohibited or controlled, only c riminals will have guns, because they will obtain them illegally, whatever  the laws may be. Extensive research in the United States shows t ha t the technology of criminals responds directly to their needs for successfully carry ing out crimes. If  guns are not needed by criminals because they do not expect to encounter citizens armed with guns, criminals will not be armed. This fae t is further  validated since this research indicates that many criminals arm themselves with guns because they expect to be confronted with a gun by persons against whom the crime is committed, rather  than because police are  armed.
The second myth is one that  Is most often supported by police. They frequently urge citizens to buy guns or state tha t guns should not be prohibited because police cannot (or do not) adequately protect citizens. If this is the case, the solution to the problem is not for citizens to arm themselves. The solution is to place the responsibility on police for correcting policies or practices tha t result  in their  inadequacies in protecting citizens. Like all other public agencies, police departments must be held accountable for thei r effectiveness.
In summary, then, it is my position tha t there  should be effective policies regulat ing the use of firearms. If the interest is public safety in general, then all firearms should be controlled. If  the objective is to reduce the potential level of violence in crimes, then regulation of handguns will have a significant impact. Whatever policy is adopted and enacted as law, it must be supported by some form of cooperative enforcement on the par t of police and courts. Enforcement will not be easily achieved, but it is not impossible. Perhaps our current handgun control laws would be effective if they were enforced by mandatory sentences. These are  issues tha t must be thoroughly evaluated if a workable solution te to be found.
The data  tha t follow are presented as empirical evidence to support this position.3

2 Fra nkl in  E. Zimrin g.  “I s Gun C on trol  Likely to  Re du ce  V io le nt  K il ling s? ” U n iv e r s it y  o f Chi ca go  L a w  R ev ie w . Vol.  35,  196 8. pp  72 1-73 7.3 Th es e dat a ar e ex ce rp ts  fro m G. M ar ie  W ilt , T o w a rd s  A n  U n d e rs ta n d in g  o f th e  (faci a l R e a li ti e s  of Tfo mic ide P art ic ip an ts , Unp ub lis he d doct ora l d is se rt a ti on , W ay ne  S ta te  Uni ver si ty , 1974.



Although a wide variety  of weapons were used in these homicides, the hand
gun was used most predominantly, in 424 or 63% of the homicides. Rifles were 
used in 50 (7.4%) cases, shotguns in 48 (7.1%) cases, and knives in 82 (12.2%) 
cases. Twenty-eight deaths (4.2%) were inflicted by beatings, seven (1%) by 
arson and thirty-three (4.9%) by other methods. These other methods in
cluded strangulat ion, drowning in  a  bathtub,  dousing with gasoline and burning 
the victim, bombing, throwing the victim out a window, pushing the victim 
off a porch, stabbing with scissors or icepicks, stabbing with a barbecue fork, 
using a hatchet,  asphyxiation,  and beating with such items as a baseball bat, 
a hammer, a sledge hammer, a steel bar, an auto jack and a vodka bottle. Even 
with such variation, it takes very littl e analysis to determine that homicides 
in Detroit  are highly related  to access to  and use of a handgun. This is similar 
to the experience throughout the country. FBI Reports indicate that 54% of 
all homicides in the United States during 1972 were committed with handguns. 
In addition, 19% were committed with knives, 7% with shotguns, 5% with rifles 
and 15% with other weapons.4 There were 371 (.552) homicides in which death 
resulted from multiple  wounds. Single wounds resulting in homicides numbered 
292 or .435.

There were 413 homicides or 61.5% which occurred in the presence of persons 
other than  victims and perpet rators  and 171 or 25.4% which occurred outside 
the presence of others. In 275 (40.9%) of the 1972 cases, the perpetrator in
itiate d the hostile interact ion, while in 218 (32.4%) instances the victim was 
the initi ator  of such action. In 28 (4.2%) homicides both victim and perpetra
tor began aggressive interaction, while in 31 (4.6%) cases such behavior was 
begun by another person. The person to have or obtain a weapon in a substan
tially large number of homicides was the perpetrator. There were 402 such 
instances or 59.8%. Both victim and perpetrator had or obtained a weapon in 
150 (22.3%) homicides, while only 23 (3.4%) victims produced some sort of 
weapon.® The contrast between which persons initia ted a violent interaction 
and which ones had or obtained weapons is of interest.  Nearly an equal pro
portion of victims and perpetrators began some sort of aggressive or hostile 
action, while the proportion of perpetrators who intervened in the interaction 
with a weapon outweighs the proportion of victims who did so at a 20 to 1 
ratio. From this contrast , it would seem tha t there is greater acceptability in 
the use of a letha l weapon to  intervene in or stop an interact ion than  there  is 
in the initiat ion of a violent action. As will be shown in the discussions of the 
various types of homicides, weapons become a par t of homicidal social inter
actions at a point when one part icipant decides to forcefully determine the 
outcome of tha t interaction—whether  it is within the framework of a criminal 
or a conflict interaction.

Turning finally to Table XXXIX, one finds tha t for the overwhelming ma
jority  of homicides, of those victims and perpetrators who had weapons, they 
were carrying these weapons on thei r persons at the time of the homicides. 
Surely th is indicates that many of t.lie people involved in homicides have made 
decisions about their expectations of and willingness towards the use of violence 
in social in teractions. It  seems highly unlikely to this wri ter tha t a person who 
carries a weapon on his person is someone who finds violence unacceptable as 
a type of interact ion in which he will participa te.

The proportion of handguns used in unspecified homicides is slightly higher 
than was found for tota l homicides. There were, according to Table XLIV, 
103 or 70.1%, seven percent more than for all homicides. Death resulted from 
multiple wounds in 79 or 53.7% of these cases and from single wounds in 43.5% 
or 64 of these homicides.

* C rim e in  th e Uni ted S ta te s , 197 2, U.S . D ep ar tm en t of  Ju st ic e,  W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  p. 8. 
I t  is  im port an t fo r th e re ader to  unders ta nd  th a t s ta ti s ti c s  from  th is  re p o rt  ar e not  
id en ti ca l to  th ose  re po rt ed  by th e  w ri te r.  F B I Cr im e R ep ort s s ta ti s ti c s  in cl ud e on ly  
cr im in al  ho mic ides , i.e ., m ur der  1 an d 2 an d no n- ne gl ig en t m an sl au gh te r.  In  co n tr ast , th e  
w ri te r is  re port in g  ni l ho mic ides  kn ow n to  th e  po lic e fo r 1972. The re fo re , a la rg e por
tion  of  w hat  ap pea rs  to  be hi gh er  nu m be rs  an d ra te s  fo r D et ro it  is  ac co un te d fo r by 
th e in cl us io n of  a ll  ho mic ides  in th is  st ud y.  In  ord er  fo r th e re ad er  to  ha ve some id ea  
of  w hat  th is  m ea ns  em pi rica lly,  if  th e  w ri te r were usi ng  th e  sa me c ri te ri a  fo r in cl us io n 
as  th e FBI Rep or t, th en  on ly  308 of  D etr o it 's  197 2 ho micides  wo uld be an al yze d  in  th is  
stud y.  Thi s wo uld lie ju s t 45 .8%  of  th e  672  ca se s fo r whi ch  th e  w ri te r has  ac tu a ll y  
ob ta in ed  da ta .

5 T he re  were 88 (1 3 .1 % ) ca se s fo r which  it  w as  no t kn ow n w heth er o th ers  wer e 
p re sen t:  120  (1 7 .9 % ) in  whi ch  th e  in it ia to r  of  th e  vi ol en t in te ra c ti on  is  un kno w n,  an d 
97 (1 4.4 % ) fo r which  it  w as  not  kn ow n w hi ch  pe rs on s obt ai ne d wea po ns .
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TA BL E XLI V .-W EA PO N S USED IN UN SP EC IFI ED  HOM ICID ES

Weapon Number Percent

Handg un__________            103 71 .0Shotgun............................................................................................................................................ 9 6. 2Ri fle .................................................................................................................................................  4 2 .7K n if e ............................................................................................................................................... 12 8 .3Be at ing ..................................................   4 2 .7Arson.............................     3 2. 1Other .................... ............... ................... ........... .................................................................... .. 1 0 ...........................
To ta l..................................................................................................................................... 145

TA BL E X X X IX — LOCAT ION  OF WEAPONS OF VIC TIMS AND PERPETR ATOR S

On person
In place of 

homicide In car Other To tal

Vict ims:
Nu mb er .......................... ....................  136 40 2 2 180Pe rce nt. .......................... ....................  75.6 22.2 1.1 1.1 100. 0Perpetrators:
Number........................... ....................  356 167 4 8 535Pe rc en t. ............. ........... ....................  66.5 31.2 0.7 1.5 99 .9

Handguns predominate  crime specific homicides as the  weapon most frequen tly used even more tha n they did in unspecified homicides.  This is not really surpri sing since a handgun would be eas iest  for a person planning  to commit a crime to conceal, as well as most likely to frig hten others into  coope rating with  demands made in a crim ina l act. Handguns  were used in 136 or .747 of these cases. Other weapons used include knives  in 13 or .071 instances, shotguns  in 11 or .06 cases, beatings in 9 or .049 dea ths,  rifles in 8 or .044 crim e specific homicides and oth er weapons in the  rem aining 5 or .027 cases. Deaths resulte d from mul tiple wounds in 62% of these cases or 111, and  from  single  wounds in 38% of them  or 68.
TY PE OF CRIM E PRECEDING  CRI ME  SP ECIF IC  HOM ICIDES BY  WEAPON USED

Typ e of crime

Handgun Rifle Shotgun Knife Beatin g Other
Num

ber
Per
cent

Num
ber

Per
cent

Num
ber

Per
cent

Num
ber

Per
cent

Num
ber

Per
cent

Num
ber

Per
cen t

Robb ery ...................... . 81 71.1 6 5.3 9 7.9 10 8.8 6 5.3 2 1.8Narcotics....................... 24 92.3 0 0 1 3.8 0 0 1 3.8 0 0Other c r im e .. ............ . 11 68.8 1 6. 3 0 0 1 6.3 1 6. 3 2 12.5Police action................. 10 90.9 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 0 0 0 0

Turning next, to components of the social situ ation involv ing the  uses of weapons and patte rns  of hosti le or violen t interactions,  it was observed  th at  in 106 or .609 of this  type  of homicides, the perpet rator was the  only participant to have or obtain a weapon dur ing  the  course of the  homicida l social in teraction,  whi le only in one (.006) case was the victim the  only one to have or  obtain a weapon. In  67 (.385) cases, both persons had  or obta ined  weapons. Compared to tot al homicides, perpe tra tors of crime specific homicides were more frequently the only one to have a weapon tha n were victims (X2=4,1891. p< .05;  C=.0872). There were  also more crime specific homicides,  as compared with  tot al homicides, in which the  perpe tra tor  was the  only person to be armed than  cases  in which both persons  had  weapons (X2=8.6379, p< .0 1; C=.1082). This  is a situat ion  typical of almo st any crim inal act  involving weapons. Violence or some form of aggressive behav ior was ini tia ted  by vict ims in 72 or .416 instanc es and by perpe tra tors in 93 or .538 cases. In addition , the re were six crim e specific homicides (.035) in which nei the r victim nor  perpe tra tor  initi ated  such inte raction, while the re were two (.012) in which both victim  and pe rpetr ato r were the  init iato rs.
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Perp etra tors’ weapons were on thei r persons in 140 eases (.833), in the place 
where the homicides happened in 20 (.155) instances and in a car during one 
homicide (.000). Victims’ weapons were found to be on thei r persons in 03- 
instances (.887) and in places where the homicides occurred during 8 (.113) 
cases.

AN  INTERPRETIVE AN AL YS IS OF CRIME SPECIFIC HOMICIDAL SOCIAL INTERACTIONS

For homicides to be committed within the context of other criminal acts is 
neither surpris ing nor unexpected. Persons engaging in criminal  activities must 
rely on their own resources for carrying out thei r activities and for adju dica t
ing gr ievances against others involved in such activities with them. T hrea ts of 
letha l force combined with actua l use of lethal force lias served as both insur
ance and court for many part icipants in criminal acts. In response, persons 
who expect or fea r tha t they may become victims of crimes have resorted to 
obtaining lethal  weapons for protection against such potential. The resu lt of 
this circular interaction is that botli victims and perpetrators are increasingly 
more likely to be killed during a criminal  action.

As was shown by the analysis of motives, the types of crimes during which a 
person is most likely to have his life threatened are limited to a very few. 
Within those broad categories are  a variety of pa tterns of interactions and con
flicts which distinguish these homicides from each other. These variat ions are 
presented by the  w riter as sub-categories of the general type of homicides being 
discussed in this chapter.

Robbery is clearly the  crime from which a crime specific homicidal social 
interaction is most likely to develop. As will be seen to be the case for all 
crime specific homicides, the criminal act which precedes the homicide is of 
the type which requires face-to-face interact ion between criminal and victim 
for the crime to even occur. In other words, crime specific homicides do not 
resu lt from crimes in which the perj)etrator attempts to carry  out his activity  
withou t encountering anyone else and jus t happens to be detected.® P erpe trato rs 
of these homicides planned an encounter to commit thei r crimes and. from what 
was observed earli er in this chapter,  apparently many were prepared to exer
cise letha l force, since they carried handguns on thei r persons. Within the 
robbery situation , four varia tions  in homicidal social interact ions were ob
served. Most frequent were those cases in which the perpe trator of the robbery 
killed the person being robbed. There were GO such instances or a proportion 
of .332. Interactions which began as robberies developed into homicides most 
frequently  when the robbery victim attempted to defend himself, refused to 
cooperate with demands made, or struggled with the robbery perpe trators for 
the weapon. Whether victims were individuals being robbed or owners or work
ers in a business being robbed, the homicidal part of the social in teract ion was 
most often begun by a conflict over the robbery itself. These conflicts were 
nearly evenly divided between attempts at self defense and refusa l to meet 
the perpetrators’ demands. In a few cases it seemed that perpe trators had 
planned to kill their  victims as an expected or necessary par t of the robbery. 
In these instances there  was no evidence tha t victims initi ated  any sort  of 
conflict wi th the perpetrators.

The second most predominant subcategory of crime specific homicides in
cludes those cases in which the  perpetrator of the robbery was killed by the 
person being robbed. All of these interact ions became homicidal social inte r
actions when the robbery victim either defended himself with his own weapon 
or successfully fought for and obtained the perpetra tor’s weapon. There were 
3G cases following this interact ion pattern, a proportion of .199. Once again 
an essentially robbery-oriented interact ion became homicidal when victims in
itia ted conflict with perpetrators of those robberies. In one rather  unusual 
situation, a person who observed a robbery was killed by the robber. The per
petrator  had entered a bar armed with a handgun and announced a hold-up. 
He demanded tha t one of the bar customers assis t him in the robbery. The 
customer refused, indicating he did not want any trouble. Immediately, the

8 T he  poin t be ing m ad e her e is  th a t  in  te rm s of  th e ir  le ga l de fini tio ns , th e  cr im es  th a t  
w er e fo un d to  pr ec ed e cr im e spe cif ic ho mic ides  are  per so na l cr im es  th a t  ca n on ly  be 
co m m it te d duri ng  a fa ce -to -fa ce  in te ra ct io n . F o r ex am ple, ro bb er y— whi ch  in vo lv es  th e f t 
from  a pe rs on — fr eq uently  pr ec ed ed  cr im e spe cif ic ho mic ides , w hi le  burg la ry — w hi ch  in 
vo lves  th e f t from  a bu ildi ng — w as  of llo wed  by a ho mic ide in  ju s t th re e  ca ses.

52 -5 57 — 75— pt . 3------10
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perpetr ato r responded by shoot ing the  customer. He then  took money from the 
bartende r and left. In  one other ra th er  unique instance,  one perpe tra tor  of a 
robbery killed  ano the r in an argument  over how their profits should be di
vided. Most typically, homicides develop out of robberies when robbery  victims 
either successfu lly or unsuccessfully initiate  and car ry out  conflicts with  the 
perpet rato rs.

Within  homicides mot ivated by some form of illega l narcoti cs activity , two 
somewhat dis tinct pa tte rns of homicida l social intera ctions  were  observed. 
The re were  32 cases which resulted from an argument  concerning illeg al 
narc otics act ivit ies or robberies  among pushe rs (se ller s) of illegal drugs, a 
proportion of .177. One general  pa tte rn  observed included those homicides in 
which perpe tra tors inte ntionally killed  other partic ipa nts  in illegal drug ac
tivi ties . Nearly  all of these death s were effected by persons who were seeking 
revenge  because they believed thei r victim s had stolen  drugs, money or both 
from them on previous occasions. In a few cases, persons became victim s of 
homicides because they had faile d to pay for illega l narc otic s obtained through 
some sor t of business arra ngemen ts. The othe r general  pa tte rn consis ts of those  
homicides  in which persons ope rating narcotics  pads were  being robbed and 
ini tia ted  conflicts with  persons comm itting  the  robberies. In  some of these  
cases, intended  victims  of narcoti cs robberies became perpe tra tors of homicides 
and in others they became homicide  victims. The prim ary  dis tinc tion  between  
these  two general  pa tte rns is th at  in the  first  type of inte rac tion , homicides 
were intended,  predeterm ined outcomes, while for the  second, intera ction did 
not become homicidal un til  a conflict arose over narc otics robberies.

Assault s constituted  19 crime specific homicides, or a proportion of .1050. All 
ass aults  which resu lted  in homicides  can be described by one general  pa tte rn  
of inte rac tion . Intera ctions  were ini tia ted  by per pet rators  whose intentions 
were to physically injure  their  victims. However, these  ass aultiv e interactio ns 
intensified and esca lated beyond the  intended point of term inat ion, thus Incom
ing homicidal. Although the re were  a few cases in which assaul t victim s be
came homicide per pet rato rs, most of them also became victims of homicides. 
Intensif ication of assaul ts seems to have been prim arily due to vict ims’ atte mp ts 
to defend themselves.

The re were only two crime specific homicides which were  dis tinctly  definable 
as contract  murders. In  one of these a woman hired two men to kill her  hus 
band, offering to sha re with  them a large amount of money he was carrying . 
The oth er victim of a con tract killing was murdered because he had  refused to 
repay  money borrowed from several  acquaintances . In  thi s instance,  the vic
tim 's fami ly was forewarn ed of exac tly when and how he would be killed and 
were ordered not to interfe re. It  is probable th at  the re were more con trac t 
killings th at  were  not known to the  police or th at  involved Detroi t victim s 
whose bodies were found  outside the  city.

Police actions resulted in 22 crime specific homicides.’ There  is a single, 
dist inct ion pa tte rn  of homic idal socia l interactio n which cha rac ter izes these 
homicides. Interact ion s rela ted  to other crimes became homicida l in all these 
cases when perpe tra tor s of those crimes were confronted  by policemen and 
attempted escapes. Thirte en of these (.072) occurred when policem ent observed 
persons comm itting  burgla ries  or robberies  and the  suspected perpe tra tors were 
confronted. In  eigh t cases (.044), victims of these homicides had  either  dis
played or used weapons illegally . In  one other case, a policeman was working  
as an undercover narc otic s agent and  was atta cke d by the victim, who had 
discovered th at  he was a policeman.

Homicidal social inte rac tions became the outcomes of six rap es (.033). In 
five of these deaths, rapis ts app arently  intentio nal ly killed thei r victim s af ter 
comple ting the  rapes. Again, these  intera ction pa tte rns involved predeterm ined 
decisions  to conclude crim inal interactio ns by killin g victims . In  the  othe r case, 
the inten ded rap e victim  was car rying a handgun and defended herself  with it, 
killin g he r atta cke r.

Compared to all De tro it’s 1972 homicides, handguns were  used in 10.3% 
fewer social conflict homicides. There  w ere 178 cases or .527 involving  handguns  
as the weapon used for inflic ting dea th. This is obviously the  gre ate st propor-

’ T hi s fig ure di ffe rs  fro m th a t  re port ed  in  th e  sect ion on  m ot ives , be ca us e 10 we re  
classif ied  as ro bb ery an d 1 ns  o th er cr im e. Ho we ve r, fo r pu rp os es  of  an al yzi ng in te ra c 
tion s,  a ll  ho mic ides  co m m it ted by  po lic em en  are  combined he re .
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tion, in spite of the somewhat lower percentage. The second most frequently 
observed weapon used for this type of homicide consisted of the knives used 
in 57 or .167 cases. Rifles were the next most frequently used weapons, ob
served in 38 or .112 instances. These proportions were both slightly higher than 
the ones for knives and rifles generally, showing 4.5% and 3.8% more for each 
respective weapon. Shotguns were used in 28 (.083) cases, beatings in 15 (.044) 
instances, arson in 4 (.012) and various other weapons in 18 (.053) social con
flict homicides. Cases were more evenly distributed between those for which 
death was inflicted by multiple or single wounds than was found in crime spe
cific homicides. Victims of social conflict homicidal social interact ions suffered 
multiple wounds in 178 or .527 cases and single wounds in 160 or .473. This 
stati stic is interpreted by the writer as indicating a slightly grea ter degree of 
intentionality oriented towards merely culminating the conflict, rather than 
specifically intending to effect death. In other  words, it is possible tha t for those 
homicidal interactions involving the infliction of a single wound upon victims, 
the predominant intention was to terminate the conflict by inflicting a wound, 
rath er than specifically to take those victims’ lives.

Conflict interactions were initia ted by victims in 145 or .455 social conflict 
homicides and by perpetra tors in 123 or .386 such cases. In  addition, there  were 
26 or .082 cases in which conflict was initiated  by persons other than  victims 
or perpetrators. Weapons were, in some manner, brought into these conflicts by 
21 (.062) victims, by 236 (.698) perpe trators and by both in 79 (.234) cases. 
Of all victims who brought weapons into the conflict interactions, .657 or 69 
had them on thei r persons, while .305 or 32 obtained them from places in 
which the homicides occurred. Only .019 or 2 obtained weapons from cars and 
and .019 or 2 from other  places. Of the perpe trators who had weapons, .523 
or 162 had them on the ir persons, while .445 or 138 obtained weapons from 
places in which the homicides happened. There were also 3 or .010 who ob
tained weapons from a car and 7 or .023 who obtained weapons elsewhere. 
Victims had weapons on thei r persons significantly more often than did per
petra tors (X*=5.7373, p<.02 ; C=.1166).

This appears to indicate that  a slightly large r proportion of victims than 
perpetrators  who have or obtain weapons during a social conflict homicidal 
social interaction are more willing to use letha l force in interac tions witli 
others or have greater expectations of the potential  or need for  such force. The 
largest proportion of all social conflict homicides are victim-precipitated in the 
sense tha t conflict interactions which develop into homicidal interactions are 
initiated by victims. In addition, very few victims are the only ones to bring 
a weapon into these interact ions. These two factors seem to provide significant 
evidence tha t for most social conflict homicides it is not chance at all tha t 
determines which actor becomes a victim and which actor becomes a perpe
trator.* * 8

Returning to the comparison with Wolfgang’s research and in cont rast  with 
the other variables  discussed above, weapons used in homicides show large 
changes over the twenty year period. The weapons Wolfgang found used most 
frequently were various types of knives, while handguns were most often the 
lethal weapon in Detro it homicides. Specifically, Wolfgang found that in 36.1% 
of Philadelphia’s cases knives were used, while in Detroit knives were used in 
only 12.2% of the 1972 cases. Handguns in Detro it constituted 63% of the 
weapons used in homicides, while in Philade lphia only 27.2% of the cases 
involved handguns. All other weapons used also show quite opposite trends 
in the two s tud ies : rifles and shotguns constituted only 5.6% of Philadelphia’s 
cases, but were 14.5% of Detroit’s ins tances ; beatings were only 4.2% of 
Detroit’s homicides, but  were 16.1% of those in the Philadelphia stu dy ; and 
other weapons constituted 15% of the Philade lphia cases, yet were only 5.9% 
of those in Detroit.’ This indicates  that with a change in time and location 
there lias been a shar p decrease in the use of knives and beatings to effect 
homicides. In a more general view, these trends  indicate tha t there  is less 
variation in the types of weapons used in homicides during 1972 in Detro it 
than was the case in Philadelphia from 1948-1952. It  seems logical to assume 
tha t this difference is more a function of time than  of place. From dat a pre-

s  T hi s ch an ce  fa c to r is  em ph as ized  b.v M ar vi n W ol fg an g in  h is  st ud ie s of  vi ct lm -
pr ec in it at ed  ho micides  as  di sc us se d in  C hapte r I.

8 I hid .,  p. 85.
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sented in Chapter IV concerning national homicide trends, the tendency for handguns to predominate seems to be a current pattern across the United.States.

One other characteris tic of homicides for which the writer ’s research and Wolfgang’s study collected da ta is the extent to which homicides are victim- precipi tated. Wolfgang’s definition of this concept includes two elements tha t are  essentia l in determining whether or not a homicide can be considered victim-precipitated: 1—the victim must have been the first to use physical force against the person who became h is killer, and 2—the victim must have been the first to show and use a deadly weapon.10 Based upon his definition. Wolfgang found 2(5% of the cases he studied to have been victim-precipitated.* 11 A contrast, discussed in Chapter IV, was found by the writ er in terms of the victim’s precipita tion of his death in Detroit homicides. Although 32.4% of the Detro it homicides consisted of situations  in which the victim initia ted violent interactions , in only 3.4% of the cases was the victim the only person to reso rt to using a lethal weapon. Although there were another 22.3% of the »Detro it cases in which both victims and perpetrators  made use of such weapons, this is not quite the same interaction patte rn as Wolfgang describes. Even though the victim was the first to use a weapon in some of these cases, in many of them resort to weapons was almost simultaneous by both actors.Perhaps  the Detroit findings indicate that  a slight change in definition is needed to accurately reflect the natu re of today’s victim-precipitated homicides The previous discussion of weapons used clearly indicates tha t there is a grea ter frequency of homicides in Detroit in which weapons were used tha t are readily identifiable as deadly than there was in Philadelphia .12 Therefore, in terms of the more common use of some weapon rather  than fists or some household item to commit homicides, it seems appropriate to include only the first criterion for victim-precipitated homicides—tha t of observing tha t the victim was first to use physical force against his would-be slayer. Accepting this change, one can say tha t victim-precipitated homicides remain a large percentage of homicides. They are, in fact, a somewhat la rger proportion of homicides in Detroit than Wolfgang found twenty years ago in Philadelphia.The major distinction between the wri ter’s inquiry and Wolfgang’s study, as discussed extensively in Chapter I. is the shift  away from legal categories or types of homicides towards sociologically defined and distinc t types of homicidal acts. The w riter believes tha t this development of types based upon their  sociological content is one of the major  contributions to the understanding of homicides made by her  research. As will be pointed out in the remaining sections of this chapter, the two types of homicidal social interactions—crime specific and social conflicts—are most suggestive of both theoretical undersl anding and hypothesis development.
Mr. Conyers. The next witness is the Regional Direc tor of the. Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firea rms Depar tment  of the United Spates Treasury. ITe has a staff with him and we welcome them at this time. •Tn the meantime, T would like to read a letter  from Congressman Charles C. Diggs, the senior member of the Michigan delegation, who has sent me this communication. 

a“Dear Mr. Chairman : I appreciate your invitation to testify  at your Subcommittee hearings on gun control in Detroit on .Tune 9-10, 1975.“Unfortunately, my schedule will not permit my attendance at  the hearings.I am. however, very concerned about the gun control problem and will submit a
10 Ib id .,  p. 252. A t th is  poin t th e w rit e r  wishe s to  qu ot e W ol fg an g’s de fini tio n,  in  or de rto  mak e cl ea r th e diffe renc es  in th e ex te n t to  which  ho micides  he  stud ie d we re  vi ct im - pr ec ip it at ed  an d th e m an ner  in which  vi ct im s in th e  cu rr en t st udv  pre ci p it at ed  th e ir  dem ise . “T he  te rm  vi ct im -p re ci pi ta te d is  ap pl ie d to  th os e cr im in al  ho micides  in which  th e vi ct im  is  a dir ec t,  po si tive  p re c ip it a to r in th e  cri me . The  ro le  of  th e vi ct im  is  ch ar - ac tc ri ze d by his  havinpr been th e fi rs t in  th e ho mici de  d ra m a to  us e ph ysi ca l fo rce di- re ct ed  aga in s t hi s su bs eq ue nt  slay er . The  vi ct im -p re ci pi ta te d ca se s a re  th os e in which  th e  vi ct im  was  th e fi rs t to  sh ow  an d us e a de ad ly  we ap on , to  s t r i 'e  a blo w in  an  al te r-  c  ' n  sh ort , th e fi rs t to  comm ence th e  in te rp la v  of  re so rt  to  physi ca l vi ol en ce .”11 Ib id ., p. 254.  *12 S pecif ica lly , if  one in cl ud es  on ly  w ea po ns  vie we d as  le th a l (h an dguns,  kn ives , ri fles  an d sh o tg uns) , th en  th e pro po rt io n of  ca se s in  D et ro it  (.8 97 ) was  muc h h ig her  th an  th a t  fo un d in  Phi la del phia  (.68 9) .
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writt en statement to the Subcommittee. I would appreciate It If you would 
indicate for the record tha t my testimony will be submitted for inclusion in 
the trans crip t of the Detroit hearing.

Sincerely, Charles C. Diggs, Congressman.
We have, from the senior Senator of Michigan, the Honorable  

Ph ilip A. Il ai t,  this  message.
I regret tha t the press of Senate business prevents me from attending your 

important hearings on gun control legislation. As a sponsor of legislation to
* ban the manufacture, sale, and possession of handguns, I can think of no other 

measure before the Congress that is more important in dealing directly and 
effectively with reducing violent crime and with reducing the fear  of crime 
which grips America today. I commend you for conducting these hearings, and 
I hope tha t they will produce action by your subcommittee on effective haud-

* gun legislation.
* My best wishes,

P hilip  A. Hart, United States Senator.
We welcome, Mr. Murrel l. If  you would identi fy those on your 

staff tha t are with you, we have your statement for the record, and 
it will be incorporated at this point. Then you will be permit ted to 
proceed in your own way.

TESTIMONY OF FRED H. MURRELL, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, CEN
TRAL REGION, BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, AND F IREARMS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE  TREASURY, ACCOMPANIED BY HARRY
ELLIS, REGIONAL COUNSEL; DAVID EDMISTEN, ASSISTANT
REGIONAL DIRECTOR FOR CRIMINAL ENFORCEMENT; AND
LEONARD A. MIKA, SPECIAL AGENT IN  CHARGE OF DETROIT
DISTRICT OFFICE, CRIMINA L ENFORCEMENT

Mr. Murrell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On my immediate righ t 
is Mr. lla rrv Ellis, regional counsel. To his right is Air. David Ed- 
misten, the assistant  regional director for criminal  enforcement, and 
to his righ t is Leonard A. Mika, special agent in charge of Detroit 
Dist rict Office, Criminal Enforcement.

We also have with us, but not at the  table, Mr. Vincent E. Medonis, 
« who is area supervisor,  regulatory enforcement for the Detroit area.

Air. Conyers. I  would appreciate it if you would describe the A TF  
on a local level in terms of its manpower and how it discharges its 
various responsibilities. You can incorporate this motion into your 
presentat ion or any way tha t you choose.

Air. AIurrell. I  will try  and set this forth.
The central region, as the chairman knows, is made up of Alichi- 

gan, Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, and AVest V irginia. The total popu
lation is approximately 31,000,000 people. Of course, Detroit is, bv 
far,  the largest metropolitan area tha t we have in the central region.

AVe have primary divisions within the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
and Firea rms which we refer to as Regulatory and Criminal En 
forcement. AAre have the responsibility  of regulating  the alcohol in
dustry, tobacco industry, t he firearms industry, the explosives indus
try. and. of late, the  wagers industry. Responsibility  of the Criminal 
Enforcement Division is to enforce criminal violations in the areas



pertainin g to the various programs we have. T want to speak more to our regulatory situat ion as to the overall situation. Mr. Fdmisten will be glad to give you the details on the other.
During calendar year of 1974, one of the duties is to collect an excise tax. as the committee is well aware. This region collected a pproximate ly $2 billion. T think we missed it by $60 thousand. Me have 129 inspectors. The inspector would work within our regulatory  function. Our special agents work in our criminal function, so those two words T think you are pre tty familiar  with by now but that  is the difference between an inspector and a special agent. Of these 192 inspectors tha t we have on board in our region. 13 of them are stationed in Michigan. 11 in Detroit and 2 in Kalamazoo. Of th is compliment about 21/2 of these man years are los t for regular compliance work, be it firearms or  what, due to the fact of required onpremises supervision of distilled spir its plants  which is a require ment of law. The balance which leaves us about, oh 10to people, 10y2 man years to devote to the  problem th at we have here in Michigan, not just  Detroit, but Michigan, the whole State-----Mr. Conyers. To devote to the  problem of firearms regulation and enforcement of the-----
Mr. Murrell. F irearms, and the regula tory enforcement of all of our othe r programs,  such as the tobacco industry, which is not very prevalent here, the  explosives industry,  which is big. the regulation of the alcohol industry, which is tremendous, in which we are very frank ly not able to keep up with.
The reason—it sounds like such a small number of our people in regula tory enforcement are here in Michigan, but this  law requiring onpremises supervision by our inspectors at distilled spiri ts plant, where the $2 billion, a p rimary part of t ha t comes from—133 of this 192 are hooked into this one duty, onpremises supervision. Tha t leaves R area  supervisors and 51 inspectors to cover all of these, other programs involving i> states and 31 million people.
There are several attachments to my statement which give you a breakdown, which is more o f interest to you a t this time, T think, in which T will just  give a brie f resume of the map to my righ t, the chart, gives the six counties which make up, what we regard  as Metropoli tan Detroit. And listed in each county are the—as by the legend, are the total licenses of  various categories.
Tn the State of Michigan we have 5,665 total dealers. 4.994 firearms licenses, 559 for ammunition only, RO gunsmith onlv. and 32 pawnbrokers. Tn addition, we have 11 manufacturers of firearms and 255 manufacturers of ammunition for a total of 266 in this cate

gory. We also have 16 importers licenses in Michigan and 213 collector  licenses for  a grand  total of 6.160 licenses.
Tn the region, as a whole, we have a total of 23,620 licensees. This averages out to one license for every 1,400 residents of the central  region.
Mr. Conyers. This  is a dealer’s license?
Mr. Murrell. Yes. sir.
Mr. Conyers. Fo r the sale of guns?
Mr. Murrell. F or  the sale of guns.
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Pa rt 2 of the attachment gives a  breakdown by the county, as I 
made reference to before, and it shows as a total of 1.798 licensees in 
the metropolitan area.

The startling figure tha t comes ou t of this  i s 848 of these a re op
erated out o f commercial premises, 950 operate from residences.

In  page 3 of the attachment is a report, since 1969 to date, show
ing the number of new licenses applied  for each year and renewals 
and discontinued licensees.

, Wi th all the frust rations, Mr. Chairman, that  we have had with
our manpower and resources, we have one distinct ion in the central 
region, we do not have a licensee in the region that we have not in
vestigated prio r to the issuance of the license, and tha t was a back 
break ing task to accomplish. For tha t reason T think we have less 
licensees per capita  probably than a lot of the  other  regions li e  
were able to accomplish thi s only by using the predominant bulk of 
our special agent manpower to supplement our inspector strength in 
order to do this. However, without help pret ty soon, it ’s going to be 
hard to  maintain it.

Now, T have read and reviewed the proposed changes in the law 
as put  before t his committee- in Washington by Mr. MacDonald. Tf 
these, proposals become law, a conservative estimate, we feel like 
there would be a reduction in firearms licensees of approximately 40 
percent, possibly more.

Mr. Conyers. Tha t is an important objective, as you view it ?
Mr. Murrell. T hat  would make i t much more manageable in try

ing to keep a feel for what is going on in the  traffic of handguns.
Mr. Conyers. Do any of you have a b rief summary  of the recom

mendations made by Mr. MacDonald?
Mr. Murrell. I t’s not brief. I have my attorney here and T asked 

him to be ready to brief  it for you. should you care for it.
Mr. Conyers. Well, we have the testimony. I just- thought  we might 

state it  for the benefit of all of those who are in attendance at these 
hearings, so they would be able to participate in the judgments  tha t 
you have arrived at.

Mr. Murrell. There are several things  T would like to speak to 
» specifically. It  gives us various categories of licenses, one for hand

guns, or for all guns, one for long guns, as a separate license for 
pawnbrokers,  a separate license and fee. The fees are much more 
commensurate with the commercial business of dealing in firearms. 
T thin k it ’s something like—the ir recommendation is $250 for a full 
firearms license; commercial.

It  gives a permit requirement such as we have over the distilled 
spi rits  industry where we can check into the financial status of a 
person, his background, how he is financed, and is he established in 
the firearms business.

I t also gives us the privilege of invoking ordinances o r laws passed 
by a city, county, or State,  as f ar  as zoning and where a commercial 
business can be conducted and where it cannot bo conducted.

They are  the many highl ights , I think , which would give us the 
grip of being able to deal w ith an unwieldly  monster, and, certainly,  
right now, tha t is what we have.
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With this we have the criminal side of the thing , and with what 
success we have had in the continuation of iny statement from Mi. 
Fdmisten which would probably put it all in focus and give you the 
questions.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much. Mr. Barboza has one ques
tion.

Mr. Barboza. Mr. Murrel l, could you explain how you derive the 
statist ics on dealers, broken down bv license, ammo, gunsmiths, pawn
brokers , importers, manufacturers? How is that  inform ation  com
piled and how did you der ive those statistics from the information?

Mr. Murrell. I  had my firearms licensing section, which is located 
in Cinc innati, pull and hand inspect each licensee we had in the S tate 
of Michigan and in the  six counties. We have them filed by counties.

Mr. Barboza. So that in format ion is not on computer ?
Mr. Murrell. No, sir. This is a manual operation.
Mr. Barboza. In the region or is it  on computor in Washington ?
Mr. Murrell. This is not computerized anywhere, to my knowl

edge. We don’t have that  much computer capability.
Mr. Barboza. I Iow were you able to distinguish between licensees 

located on residentia l premises and those tha t were located in com
mercial premises?

Mr. M urrell. By a review of the file where the inspection was ac
tua lly  made on premises.

Mr. Barboza. By review of the license application, the original 
applicat ion?

Mr. Murrell. Yes. sir ; and we maintained a file, anything  perta in
ing to tha t licensee th at comes up, be it routine  business or be i t re
newal or be it a criminal violation, they are all in one folder.

Mr. Barboza. That  is quite  a bit of work, 6,000 licensees, isn't it?
Mr. Murrell. Yes, sir.
Mr. Barboza. Considering tha t hal f of them are located in the 

residential  areas and probably do less than—less than half-time 
business: is tha t correct?

Mr. Murrell. We have had them apply that only wanted to be 
over 30 minutes a week.

Mr. Barboza. How much money does tha t cost you each year in 
manpower and paper?

Mr. Murrell. T hat  would be hard to nail down. T never tried  to 
run a cost figure on it. We haven’t had the luxury o f having  time to 
do a lot of cost research. Most o f it is kind of like fighting fire. We 
stay with the fire rather  than  stand back and try  to determine the 
cause, although we are studying  it consistently.

Mr. Barboza. Firearms m anufacturers;  is th at in the whole region 
or is th at  in Michigan?

Mr. Murrell. That . T figure—I think  is for Michigan.
Mr. Barboza. Do you know how many are handgun manufacturers 

and how many are—assume th at  includes destructive devices, as well, 
correct ?

Mr. Murrell. Yes. sir. We have 11 manufacturers of firearms in 
Michigan. No manufacturers of destructive devices in Michigan.

Mr. Barboza. How many are manufacturers  of handguns ?
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Mr. Mubrell. T would have to defer  that to Air. Edmis ten. ITe was 
here as special agent in charge of this  ofKce and I think would be 
more familia r. I did not break it down into tha t category in these 
figures.

Mr. Barboza. Does Mr. Edmisten have the names o t these manu
facturers?

Mr. Edmisten. No, sir. T don’t, but there are six.
Mr. Barboza. D o you have any idea of whether  you have inspected 

► the record this year, the records that they are required  to make in
the 1968 act ? Could you just briefly explain to the  subcommittee wha t
those records are tha t are required  to be kept under the act ?

Mr. Edmisten. Each manufacturer  and each dealer is required to 
mainta in on t he ir premises a complete record of the acquisition and 
disposition of all the ir firearms. If  they manufactured them, they 
must keep records as to the exact number and type of guns by serial 
number, and they must be able to show the disposition, to whom 
they have sold these guns.

Mr. B arboza. So then , i f T were to ask you, where did A' manufac
tur er sell in the State of Michigan, you would be able to go to the ir 
records and check them and tell me who are his distr ibuto rs in the  
State of Michigan ?

Mr. E dmisten. Tha t’s correct.
Mr. Barboza. Then can you tell me whether  you have inspected 

any of those records with in this year?
Mr. Edmisten. Yes, we have, but I don’t have tha t specific info r

mation with me.
Mr. Barboza. Do you inspect these manufacturers  each year?
Air. Edmisten. Period ically , yes. We try  to inspect them at least 

once a year. We have established as our compliance goal to inspect 
each m anufacturer o r each dealer at  least once a year.

Air. Barboza. Do you know whether tha t is true  in other regions, as 
well?

Air. Edmisten. Generally , yes. This is a goal that we established 
not only regionally but nationwide. I might add that unfortunately  
in a lot of regions they don’t have the manpower to have done this .

< So, whether  they have or not T can’t say.
Air. Barboza. Then you would be able to tell us where the number  

of guns in the State of Alichigan are being sold? Could you tell us
L the concentration of guns, if you were able to review those records:

where those guns are going in the State of Alichigan, where they are 
being sold, the concentra tion areas, major distributor s, wholesalers; 
is that correct?

Air. Edmisten. Of the recently manufactured ones, yes; but  you 
must realize th at there are millions of guns in trafficking throughout 
the United States-----

Air. Barboza. I  am speaking only of guns that  are manufactured.
Air. E dmisten. Guns manufactured in the last  several years, yes.
Air. Barboza. I s Detroit a center of gun distribution?  Are there 

major distributor s located there?
Air. Edmtsten. Both legally and illegally, yes.
Alostly illegally.
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Mr. Barboza. I ’m speaking only of the legal distributors.Mr. E dmisten. There me  a lot of  legal distributors, yes. There is a heavy concentration of licensees in and around the perimeter of Detro it th at  flourish and have a big gun business.Mr. Conyers. Now, describe for  me, sir, what you mean by illegal gun distributors.
Mr. Edmisten. Well, there aie two categories. There  is the individual tha t goes to his home, let’s say, somewhere in the south, he buys a gun and he brings  i t back. One or more—it’s a small commer- cial venture for him. l ie  buys a gun for $20, he returns to Michigan, he resells i t for $45 or $50. Well, if he has enough money he brings back fo ur o r five. There is truly the commercial c riminal tha t goes to any place where guns are available, he may buy as many as 4 or 5 ihundred from a source for the same figure, $20, br ings them back to Detroit, he will resell them for  $50.
Mr. Conyers. Could tha t be done in the area which is your  region?Mi-. Edmisten. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. What, areas might fit tha t kind of description?Mr. E dmisten. Ohio is the favori te ta rget from here. The gun laws in Ohio are t ightening  up considerably. In past years i t was no small feat to go to. say, Toledo, and buy 100 guns and you could be there and back in 2 hours, and have most o f your wares d istributed here on the streets  of Detroit.
We recently conducted a survey in the Toledo area to determine how many people were making multiple purchases in t hat  area, which discovered tha t amazingly there are still a lot of out-o f-Sta te residents, not only from Michigan, but from other States, as well, that go to the gunshops around Toledo and make multiple purchases, as manv as 25 or 30 a day.
Mr. Gekas. Isn ’t, that against the  law?
Mr. Edmisten. Yes, sir : but. if  they present—they have various means of acquiring Ohio State licenses, fo r instance. You go to any State, as though you were a resident, and apply for a driver’s license. You get yourself a. license, although you’re not a resident there: then you go to your favorite gunstore, you present the driver’s license from that  State. This establishes to the satisfaction of the *dealer tha t von are a bona fide resident of tha t State.Mr. Gekas. Perhaps formally it establishes tha t you are, a bona fide resident but if somebody comes into a gunstore with a temporary registration or license, or whatever, and wants to buy 400 handguns—
Mr. E dmisten. Don’t get me wrong. They don’t buy 400 from one dealer.
Mr. Gekas. Let’s say they want to buy 25, and let’s say—is 25 a .more reasonable figure?
Mr. Edmisten. From 2 to 25, but-----
Air. Gekas. Let’s say they want to buy from 2 to 25 then, thev want to buy—let’s say they want to buy 5, to make the figure very low. five $15 handguns?
Mr. E dmisten. Fo r me and for  you. T know there is something going on. but as fa r as tha t dealer is concerned, there  is no thing illegal about tha t transaction.
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Mr. Gekas. S o, w hat you’re saying is tha t the Federa l law is de
ficient in that it does not prevent that transac tion from being cul
minated?

Mr. Edmisten. Tf the dealer is sufficiently satisfied tha t his cus
tomer is a bona fide resident by some means of identification, he is 
exonerated from all wrongdoing.

Mr. Gekas. What you’re saying is th at there is a hole in  the law?
Mr. Edmisten. T hat  is correct .
Mr. Barboza. Mr. Edmisten, I thin k you began to say that there 

was a large concentration of distributors,  and when I use the word 
distributor, I am not speaking of just  dealers, I am speaking really 
of the major  wholesalers who purchase handguns from manufac
ture rs fo r resale to licensed dealers, and you indicated tha t the re may 
be a high concentration in the Detroit area. I have a map here of the 
State of Michigan, which was submitted by a witness who will be 
testi fying th is morning, Ronald B. Elwell, of the Research Commit
tee on Crime and Gun Facts, and he indicates there is a corridor 
here in Michigan, which would include Wayne County, I believe 
Oakland County, and two other counties, where there is a  high con
centration of homicides: and he indicates tha t in other parts of 
Michigan there are fewer numbers of homicides, in fact, very few 
homicides. Now. if you were to review those manufacturer s and dis
trib utors’ records, would they indicate that there  is a brisk legal 
business in handguns in this part icul ar area, and how would you 
compare the business in th is area with the business in, say, the n orth 
western par t of the State  in handguns?

Mr. Edmisten. T really don’t know how to answer tha t question, 
Mr. Barboza. We haven’t researched these licensees and the amount 
of thei r business in relation to the question you’re asking.

Mr. Barboza. Le t’s jus t speak in terms of commonsense. Tf T were 
a manufacturer and T were going to sell some handguns, where would 
T sell them? Would T go up to the  Northwest where people use rifles 
or would I sell them in Detr eit where people have a fear of crime 
and buy them for the ir homes.

Mr. Edmisten. Obviously, if you’re a businessman, whether you’re 
a manufacturer of guns or whatever other business you’re in, you 're 
going to send your products where the market is.

Mr. Barboza. Would you say the market in Detroit is a good 
market for handguns?

Mr. Edmisten. Yes. The market in the area of Detroi t and these 
suburbs is very great.

Mr. Barboza. So if we take Dr. Wi lt’s study and we examine it 
and we find there are over 800 homicides in the city of Detroi t, a 
large percentage of them, more than  half, committed with hand
guns, and we examine them fur the r and show that  50 percent of them 
were conflict related, tha t is, the homicide th at was committed in the 
home where there was no intention  to use the weapon for that pur
pose. but, perhaps, to use the weapon for plinking, which is prob
ably not likely in the ci ty of Detroit,  but to use it for  self-defense, but  
yet tha t gun is used in a homicide.

Mr. Edmisten. T have reviewed Dr. Wi lt’s repor t, or, at least, a 
portion of it. and I must find myself agreeing with most of it. I t’s 
very accurate.



Mr. B arboza. Tf I restate the—if T were a handgun manufacturer, where would 1 send my guns? I would send them to Det roit;  correct? 
I wouldn’t have to advertise either, would 1?

Mr. Edmisten. No.
Mr. Barboza. The market is a lready there?
Mr. E dmisten. But for one thing. Michigan has one of the toughest laws on the legal purchasing of guns in the  United States, outside of New York. This  accounts in part for the very flourishing black market  of guns in the  Detroit area. This  accounts for why people go to othe r States  and bring  back guns for resale, because people cannot comply with the gun laws in Michigan legitimate ly and arm themselves as they are apparently doing. So th is, then, entices the black-marketeers to bring  weapons into Detroit.
Mr. Conyers. That  gets to my question: How do you recommend that  we go about curbing the illegal traffic in handguns?
Mr. E dmisten. To me, si r, it would be a two-pronged thing.  There are two methods bv which guns are brought into  Detroit. By and large, the biggest method is by individuals. About 70 percent of all the guns tha t are  used illegally in the Detro it area are brought in one on one, one person, one gun. The remain ing 30 percent are brough t in by commercial people who are black-marketeering. So we are going to have to s trengthen the laws and enforce them, not only on the commercial people th at bring  them in in large lots but on the individuals  as well. They present 70 percent of the problem.
Mr. Conyers. How do we grab that? Tha t is what we have been wrest ling with, and I would be interested in your views, if you have anv, on the subject.
Mr. Murrell. 1 would like to  comment on tha t one, please, sir.With  the existing manpower that we have, we are lucky to keep our head above water at the present rate  we are going.
Mr. Conyers. Bight. I concede that.
Mr. Edmisten. Thank you. I would have said that.
Mr. Conyers. We have grea t plans for augment ing AT F in terms of gett ing to the firearms regulation problem, assuming you have five times as many men combing the region. The problem probably wouldn’t abate itself too much. People would still take olf to Toledo and purchase guns. They still would l>e coming in. You would have more people to apprehend more people with , but the problem would still be spiraling, anyway.
What T’m t ryin g to get at. and I think it has become an essential responsibil ity of  thi s subcommittee, is to examine no t w hat the legal, law-abiding citizen will do in the face of more stringent firearm regulations , it’s what the aim of the illegal citizen, the citizen tha t is bent, upon committing crime will do, and what will the citizen who is trying to operate in a defensive situation, as he perceives it, wilt do. I think that tha t is perhaps a narrow question, and I want to ask it here. I would be remiss to have all of you experts  in the field up here and ju st leave me and staff and six othe r Congressmen worrying about it, and you come in and give great testimony and go back to your offices and say, well, t ha t’s it for today.
Mr. Murrell. We are hoping i t will be beneficial to  you, Mr. Con-
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There is one thing, I think, with the proposed legislation  which 
has been submitted to the committee f or consideration, there are a lot 
of things in there tha t will reduce the number of dealeis  down to a 
more workable commodity. If  we can get the legal channels plus con
sumer capabi lity from the manufacturer, of being able to trace  a 
weapon fas ter, and have better resources to take care of this smaller  
number of dealers, I think we can be more effective. I don’t think 
there is anyway in the name of  all that ’s holy that  we can ever stop

•  it, and we don’t think it is.
Mr. Barboza. Mr. Murre ll, could we get into this subject of gun 

manufacturing. Perhaps you could explain to the committee the 
manufacturing process, the manufacturing  process of the handgun,

* from the point tha t it’s stamped, the frame, and receiver, the time 
tha t it ’s assembled, the time the serial number is placed on the gun, 
the time tha t it ’s stored on the loading dock, orders are taken, and 
then they are  shipped to the d istributo r through a trucker, could you 
just run tha t through for us, or one of  your, just  briefly summarize.

Mr. Murrell. Not being an expert, but-----
Mr. Barboza. A s someone who m ight  have visited a manu facturer 

and is fam iliar  with  his procedures.
Mr. Murrell. Do you want to take i t?
Mr. Edmisten, I would be glad to give tha t a try.
Most gun parts are stamped out of metal, intrica te littl e parts , 

that,  when assembled, they  function  together as a whole. The barre l 
normally  has a serial number stamped on it. The receiver, which is 
the permanent pa rt of the gun, always requires a serial number.

Mr. Barboza. When is tha t serial number placed on the  receiver 
or on the barre l ?

Mr. Edmisten. At the time tha t this receiver is manufactured.
Mr. Barboza. Not at the  time th at the en tire gun is assembled?
Mr. Edmisten. No; at the time this receiver is manufactured, the 

serial number is stamped upon it a t th at time.
Mr. Murrell. Tha t is true with all  manufacturers .
Mr. Edmisten. In  the case of imported  guns, a lot of times they 

don’t have numbers on them. There  is a little different requirement 
< there. They also have to place not only the serial number but the 

country o f manufacture  and name of the manufacturer .
Mr. Barboza. In  terms of domestic manufacturer s, is there any 

common practice or is there  any rule tha t requires tha t they stamp 
the frame of the receiver at the time tha t tha t part icular component 
is manufactured?

Mr. E dmisten. As f ar  as I  know, Mr. Barboza, there is no uniform 
regulation tha t A TF or the Treasury Department would require-----

Mr. Barboza. Is it  possible the manufac turer might stamp the 
serial number a fter  the enti re gun is assembled?

Mr. E dmisten. Conceivable. You would have to mount this  gun in 
some kind of frame that would allow the terrific impact of stamp
ing into it, which is largely impractical.

Mr. Barboza. OK.:  so then, the other  par ts tha t are assembled, 
with the firearms, would you just explain that process?

Mr. E dmisten. These intricate part s tha t go together to make up 
the entire gun, whether it be revolver or automatic, are not stamped.
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They may be m anufactured  at outlying areas, such as a car-manufactu ring plant, and then they are shipped into an assembly area.Air. Barboza. You have some in tricate  regula tion on the alcoholic- beverages industry.  Are there any AT F regulations that  require the manu facturer to store and lock the facilities  of the handgun parts tha t he manufactures?
Air. Edmisten. A s a pa rt of becoming a licensee, they must show to us, to our satisfaction, that they have the capabili ty of main taining a safe premise so that  they are reasonably safe from being burglarized. This  is one of the things we look for when we issue a license, particularly, a manufacturer’s operation. We would look for safety.
Air. Barboza. Are there any regulations  which indicate what those safety requirements are?
Air. Edmisten. Not to my knowledge.
Air. Barboza. H ow do you then-----
Air. E dmisten. In our long experience we know what consti tutes an area that would prevent being burglarized.
Air. Barboza. The statu te says that  a dealer or licensee must have premises. I don’t believe there is anything  in there tha t says they must be safe.
Air. E dmisten. No, sir.
Air. Barboza. Does the same requirement tha t you somehow apply  without regulation, apply uniformly  to dealers, as well ?Air. Edmisten. We try  to ; yes. This is not something th at we would deny a license for th at sole reason.
Air. Barboza. So it wouldn’t matter whether you—that ’s the import ant point.
Air. Edmisten. When we make this  investigation, we tr y our best to tell the applicant tha t he should maintain  a business tha t is as safe from being burglar ized as possible.
Air. Barboza. B ut he is not required to have part s placed under lock and key ?
Air. Edmisten. No.
Air. Barboza. In  other  words, a gun manu facturer could operate without any locks on his door; is tha t correct?
Air. E dmisten. Conceivably, he could.
Air. Barboza. Which would make it susceptible to it being burglarized ?
Air. Conyers. Would you yield on tha t point?
What about the rate of burglaries that are increasing, as I have been given to understand, in terms of the manufacturer s, the dealers, the wholesaler—everybody. There are increasing gun robberies, is that  not t rue?
Air. E dmisten. Yes, sir, it is.
Air. Conyers. Are you keeping some kind of record tha t could be introduced in these proceedings ?
Air. Edmisten. No, sir, unfortuna tely I don’t have that.  I know tha t on a national level we are aware that there are increasing bur glaries of  gun manufacturers and gun dealers. A par t of our public affairs office in Washington has an entire program devoted to educating these dealers to the fact that they are liable to be burglarized  and they should main tain safe premises.
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Mr. Conyers. I t hink counsel is developing the point that we really 
ought to have regulations within  A TF  tha t would spell tha t ou t very 
clearly. An inspector  goes out and how can he look at a place and 
rate  it as sa fe '4 As a matter  of fact, professional burglars would 
laugh at anybody trying to do that. They would challenge any place 
as being—not being burglarproof.

Mr. Barboza. One last question concerning—this is a question tha t 
we are now in the process of  developing, I ’m sure you're famil iar, 
from your discussions with the Washington office, that Mr. Conyers, 
the chairman of the subcommittee, has sent a letter to 34 handgun 
manufacturers requesting specific information, and he has  also asked 
that  AT F inspect the records of those manufacturer s who have not 
complied with tha t request to determine whether they are complying 
with the recordkeeping requirements of the 1968 Gun Control Act.

The development of this  information would help us to ident ify 
the distr ibuto rs of firearms, the major distributors, the companies 
tha t wholesale firearms to other dealers, to locate them in cities to 
determine where they are located and fur ther selling to retaile rs in 
those areas where th ere is also a high crime rate.

The other par t of the development is to determine whether there 
are safe facilities  for transporting handguns in interstate  commerce, 
whether at the time they leave the manufacturer and are placed in 
the hands of the shipper, they are in safe hands, that they are not 
being transported in the back of station wagons. Can you just com
ment on that  aspect of the business and what A TF has done, whether 
you know who the shippers are, who the major  manufacturers are, 
whether  you know what  the facilities  are like, whether you know 
tha t the employees are people who are trustworth y, who are not 
going to  be handling the  guns over to organized crime. Do you know 
tha t when th e guns reach the ir destination, do you know tha t thei r 
packages are in whole and full of the guns that they were packed 
with when they  lef t the m anufacturer?

Do we know these  things and how can we begin to find them out 
and is the 1968 Gun Control Act competent of doing tha t over the 
next 6 years, if this  subcommittee decides to do nothing with it?

Mr. Edmisten. T o begin with, to my knowledge, the Gun Control 
Act of 1968 does not carry any of the  provisions that require tha t 
guns be shipped under any specific circumstances, safeguarded to any 
extent. So I  cannot answer your questions on this because it ’s not a 
requirement under the present law.

We do have a program called the in tersta te theft, program in which 
we ident ify the approx imate number of guns that  have been stolen 
in interstate  shipments.

Mr. Barboza. Is tha t a national program ?
Mr. Edmisten. I t  is a national program that is operated  out of 

our Washing ton office. There  are substantial numbers of guns.
Mr. B arboza. I s i t required ? Are these shippers all required to file 

reports ?
Mr. E dmisten. No ; i t’s stric tly a voluntary thing.
Mr. B arboza. As are many of the other programs along these lines?
Mr. E dmisten. Yes; the  Gun Control Act could be s trengthened in 

tha t respect, tha t manufacturers  could be required  to ship thei r
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firearms under more safe conditions to keep them from being bur
glarized or stolen.

Mr. Barboza. In  summary, Mr. Chairman, I think it’s important 
to poin t out for the visitors and the viewing audience tha t many of 
the approaches that the subcommittee is now considering, which 
would deal with firearms control, really do not involve the handgun,  
as such, tha t is, either taking it away f rom the individual or restric t
ing his use of tha t firearm. What many of the proposals are directed 
toward and what the subcommittee is considering are proposal which 
would make it safer for people to live in cities that  insure tha t fire
arms are manufactured, tha t they are shipped, tha t they are sold in 
the safest, most practical means. Would you agree with that 
statement ?

Mr. E dmisten. Yes, sir, it might  go one step furth er. Both Mr. 
Murrell and I would like to place on the record tha t we need addi 
tional manpower, additional equipment. This is not the answer to 
the entire  problem. I ’m sure that  the entire criminal justice system 
needs addi tional  manpower, the courts need it,  the prosecuting attor
neys. We, alone, in law enforcement cannot abate the  misuse of hand
guns. I t ’s an endeavor tha t will come about through  the entire  c rim
inal justice program, through, if you will, an educational program 
of the public, as well as strict enforcement of the laws relat ing to 
guns.

Mr. Conyers. Your statement has been amply testified to by Rex 
Davis who has been before us many, many times, and I don' t think 
that there  is a person on the subcommittee that is no t in tota l agree
ment with what you have said.

I apprec iate your developing t ha t line of inquiry.
Mr. Murrell. I  had one further  thing. There is a program which 

we are trying to make voluntary but we do have leverage to make 
it a littl e stronger. Sta rtin g Ju ly 1, report ing daily of multip le sales. 
I ’m sure  this testimony has probably been in fron t of the committee 
before, it probably has not been in front of the people now in at
tendance. We are hoping through tha t to be able to focus as info r
mation on where to go to try  to put out  the fire.

Mr. Conyers. The  multiple  sales would be recorded from dealers 
to, first , initia l purchasers?

Mr. Murrell. Right , and directed to our nearest available post of 
duty to where we could respond. When you see that name pop up 
two, three times, and we have made numerous c riminal cases, which 
we have given you a list of, some of which we cannot discuss be
cause they have not completed court action on, which shows tha t we 
have broken up the ft rings and gun-running rings from just  about 
every State  in our region into Michigan, and primarily  because 
Michigan has such tough laws.

Now, Air. Barboza, when you talk  about the regulat ion perta ining 
to the alcohol indus try, the legal beverage indust ry, as opposed to 
what regulation and laws we have to operate under on the firearms 
industries , they are not at all similar, but the thef t situat ion in dis
tilled  spirit s, in this  country, even with the tight security tha t we 
have, and joint custody with our locks on all of their warehouses and 
all of thei r systems, we still have thefts , part icula rly in interstate
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shipment. It  seems like the  old saying goes, it ’s all right to steal 
whiskey and watermelon, now they have added guns.

Mr. Conyers. Counsel Gekas ?
Mr. Gekas. As is my fortunate lot to follow at the end of every

one else’s questioning, what  I would like to do is to open the panel 
up to  the  other two gentlemen who accompany you. You’re Mr. Mika 
from Detroit, is that right ?

Mr. Mika. I  am.
Mr. Gekas. I would like to pu t the testimony tha t we have re

ceived here into perspective in the context, first, of the general 
charge tha t is made t ha t we have 20,000 laws already on the books, 
and they are not being enforced, and the specific charge that  the 
Federal Gun Control Law is—makes all these illegal already, we do 
not need a new law, and, indeed, it ’s the responsibility and you should 
blame A TF for not sufficiently enforcing it. Now, with tha t general 
overview and those twro general things,  let’s take a look and go over 
what  we have talked about today, and in Washington, and let’s see 
if we can focus it into the Detroit area. One of the problems is man
power. I n addition to the Federal Firea rms Act. or the Gun Control 
Act of 1968, what other laws do you adminis ter? I think  we should 
make tha t clear.

Mr. Edmisten. We enforce the laws rela ting to the Explosives 
Control Act, we enforce the laws relat ing to the manufacture and 
sale of  illegal liquor and we have recently been assigned the task of 
enforcing the wagering laws, which, alone, is s taggering , so we have 
four  major laws th at we are concerned with.

Mr. Gekas. And tobacco ?
Mr. E dmisten. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gekas. Under  each of those laws there are a number of Fed 

eral licensees; righ t?
Mr. Murrell. Licensees and permittees.
Mr. Gekas. Generally, for  our purposes, let’s call them licensees. 

So for example, in the alcoholic beverage there may be so many 
100,000 alcoholic beverage people, dealers licensed by the Federal 
Government and it ’s your responsibility to administer the laws and 
to supervise that business ; r igh t ?

Air. Murrell. Yes, sir  .
Mr. Gekas. The same in the situation of alcohol, there is a—of 

tobacco, there is a large number of licenses, right?
Mr. Murrell. There is not such a large number of licensees, per

mittees, the  actual producers, and all, in those two areas, but it goes 
on into  the wholesale and retail trade,  as far  as whisky is concerned, 
the cigaret te indus try is relative ly small and confined.

Air. Gekas. Now, let’s take it into the firearms area. There are 
nationally 156,000 Federal firearms licensees and in the midwest 
region there are how many ?

Air. AIurrell. In th e central there are 23,600.
Air. Gekas. What is your feeling—focus on the Detroit area, in 

those metropolitan counties, how many licensees are there, Fede ral 
firearms licensees in this  area?

Air. AIika. I don’t have the  statistics  rig ht here in front of me.
Mr. Murrell. I have them here. I  think it ’s very interes ting, par

ticularly when you go about counting on firearms licensees-----
52 -5 57 — 75— pt.  3----- 11



1040

Mr. Gekas. Le t’s just take the total figure.
Air. Murrell. 1,798.
Mr. Gekas. Almost 2,000, and growing, right  ?
Mr. Murrell. I t’s holding fa irly steady.
Air. Gekas. Nationally it ’s growing?
Air. AIurrell. Here it ’s holding r athe r steady.
Air. Gekas. Now, what is your feeling on the percentage of li

censees, Federa l firearms licensees who are actually substan tially en
gaged in the business of selling firearms? You have recommended to 
change the law to restr ict the number of licensees. W hat is the figure 
that  we want  to restrict i t down to to make it a manageable figure to 
regulate, number of licensees ?

Air. AIurrell. Could I give an example? Wayne County, a total  
of 768 licensees, 425 which operate out of residences, 343 which op
erate  out of commercial facilities. Tha t is less than—tha t is about 
40 percent of the exist ing licensees.

Air. Gekas. OK.
Air. AIurrell. Of course, Wayne being the biggest.
So it ’s the same ratio a ll the wav through.
Air. Gekas. Ju st to make the point, there are a lot of people out 

there who are causing you a lot of admin istrative trouble and caus
ing the Government a lot of expense and they only deal in a few 
firearms a year, if  a few’, if t hat  number-----

Air. AIurrell. Tha t is correct.
Air. Gekas. I yield , Air. Chairman.
Air. Conyers. Gentlemen, we are indebted to you. T see ATF  as a 

beleaguered agency charged with the administration of four  major 
laws tha t is totally  understaffed and needs a lot more attention. We 
know tha t there are Federal law’s needed to supplement what  we 
have now and we begin to perceive th at a new body of regulations, 
unfor tunately for those tha t don’t like bureaucracies, need to be de
veloped here in terms of really helping us, as Counsel Barboza sug
gested. get a much firmer grip  on a very dangerous problem, with 
out affecting the c itizenry. There are administra tive, regulatory, cor
rections tha t could be made, tha t would have a very, I think , sig
nificant impact on the problem tha t brings us all here to Detroit 
today.

AA e are grateful  for your testimony, all of you gentlemen, and you 
can count on us supporting  your efforts to devise a piece of legisla
tion tha t will help you discharge your very difficult responsibilities. 
Thank  von for coming today.

Air. Murrell. Alight I add if there is anyth ing that  the commit
tee needs from the Detro it area, we will be glad to supply it.

Air. Conyers. We have enjoyed good cooperation from AT F on 
the national level and all the local areas that we have been in. Th ank you.

[The prepared statement of Air. AIurrell follows:]
Sta teme nt  of F red H. Murr ell , R egional D irector, Centra l R egion, B ureau  

of Alcohol , T obacco, and F irea rm s, D epar tm ent of th e  T reasury

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Comm ittee:  I am the regional director for 
the cent ral region of the Bureau  of Alcohol. Tobacco & Firearms, U.S. De part
ment of the  T reasury.  The cen tra l region is made up of the Sta tes of Michigan,  
Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky and West  Virgin ia. The region has a population of
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approximately 31,000,000 ( 31 million) people, with Michigan being the second 
largest State  in the region and Detroit is the larges t metropolitan area  in the 
centra l region.

As the committee is aware, the Bureau is made up of two pr imary Divisions, 
Regulatory and Criminal Enforcement. We have the responsibility of regulat ing 
the alcohol, tobacco, firearms and explosives industries. The responsibility of 
the Criminal Enforcement Division is to enforce criminal violations in these 
areas. I will speak of the regulatory functions and Mr. David Edmisten, as
sista nt regional director, criminal  enforcement will cover our activities in tha t 
area.

During calendar year 1974 the excise taxes collected in the central region by 
our Bureau amounted to 2 billion dollars. We have 192 inspectors on board in 
the region with 13 of them being stationed in Michigan, 11 in Detro it and 2 
in Kalamazoo. Of this compliment about 2y2 man years are devoted to on
premises supervision. The balance is available  to take care of the rest of our 
responsibilities. It  would appear tha t with 192 inspectors on board, Michigan 
does not have a fa ir distribution of manpower, but due to requirements of 
law, about 133 of these inspectors are assigned to on-premises supervision at 
distilled spiri ts plants throughout  the region.

That leaves 51 inspectors and 8 area supervisors to conduct original applica
tion investigations pertinent  to the various permits and licenses; conduct com
pliance investigations of explosive licenses and perm ittee s; to perform revenue 
audits and inspections of certain types of claims for refunds tiled by various 
taxpay ers ; to conduct inspections relative to consumer and trade  practice com
plaints and conducting compliance inspections of licensed firearms dealers. 
As you can see our inspectors have a wide variety of assignments. (Attachment 
No. 1)

Attachment No. 2 consisting of four pages to my statement gives a break
down in detail of the firearms licenses in the region by State. In Michigan we 
have 5,665 total dea lers ; 4,994 firearms licenses, 559 for ammunition only, 80 
gunsmith only and 32 pawnbrokers. In addition, we have 11 manufacture rs of 
firearms and 255 manufacturers of ammunition, for a total of 266. We also 
have 16 importers licenses in Michigan and 213 collectors licenses, for a grand 
total  of 6,160 licenses. In the region as a whole we have a total of 23,620 li
censes, which averages out to one license fo r each 1400 residents region wide.

Page 2 of the attachment  gives a breakdown by county of the six counties 
which make up Metropolitan Detroit. These are Wayne, Monroe, McComb, 
Oakland, St. Clair and Washtenaw. This shows 1,798 licenses in the metro 
Detroit area, of which 84S are operated out of commercial premises and 950 
operate from residences.

On page 3 of the attachment  is a record since 1969 to date showing the  num
ber of new licenses applied for each year, renewals and discontinued licenses.

With all the frus trat ions  from lack of adequate  personnel and funding, we 
have one distinction in the centra l region, we do not have a licensee in the 

< region tha t we have not investigated prior to the issuance of the license. We 
were able to accomplish this from the sta rt by using our special agent man
power to supplement our inspection strength. However, without help pretty 
soon it will be ha rd to main tain  this distinction.

k I have read and reviewed the proposed changes in the law as put before Ibis
committee by the Treasury Department. If these proposals become law it would 
put  us in a much bett er position to contend with the firearms traffic in the 
central  region. A fai r estimate of the reduction in firearms licenses of about 
40 percent, maybe more, would be possible.

Thank you Mr. Chairman. Now I would like to turn the testimony over to 
Mr. Edmisten.

EXH IB IT  1 — AF T— CE NT RA L REG ION — DI ST RI BU TION  OF REGU LATO RY ENF ORCEM ENT  FI EL D PE RS ON NE L

State
Authorized

positions On board
Position

vacancies
Area

supe rviso rs On-premises Othe r

Ind ian a...................... 26 25 1 1 14 10Kentucky................... 126 123 3 4 99 20Mich iga n.. .......... . 17 14 3 1 5 8Ohio______________ 29 26 3 2 12 12West V irg ini a............ 3 3 0 0 2 1
To tal ............. 201 191 10 8 132 51
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EXHIB IT  2. -L IC EN SE ES UND ER CHAPTER 44,  TITL E 18, UN ITED  STATES CODE, IN THE CENTRAL REGION AS OF 

MARCH 31

Ohio Ind iana Michigan West Virgin ia Kentucky Totals

Mr. Conyers. Our next witness is—I think I should say t his now 
tha t she is in the room : we will now call the first lady of the Detroit 
Common Council, as our next witness. Miss Erma  Henderson is a 
longstanding friend of the chairman of this subcommittee, she has 
done a  great amount of work, first of all, as a citizen, secondly, as a 
community and civic leader, and now she serves with great  distinc
tion on the Ci ty Council of Detroit, where she has given distinguished 
leadership.

I am very pleased to  have her as the first witness and perhaps the 
only -witness that will tes tify from the Detroit City Council. We have 
your prepared statement, Miss Henderson, which we can see you 
gave though tful attention to before submitting it to this subcommit
tee. We are going to incorporate it into the record at this point, 
which will leave you f ree to refer to those par ts you choose and then 
to make the other comments t ha t somehow are hard to fit between 
the lines of a formal  paper. Welcome to the subcommittee and you 
may proceed in your own way.

TESTIMONY OF ERMA HENDERSON, MEMBER, DETROIT CITY 
COUNCIL, AND EQUAL JUSTICE COUNCIL, INC.

Ms. Henderson. Th ank you, Mr. Conyers; to this honorable body 
of Congressmen, I  am delighted  to be p resent this  morning  to have 
the opportuni ty to address you. I  am delighted also because it ’s my 
first opportunity to also address such an honorable body with regard 
to my views in relation  to your Subcommittee on Crime and par
ticula rly as it  relates to  gun control.

As you just said, I am Erma Henderson and I am a concerned 
Detro it councilwoman and executive directo r of the Equal Justice 
Council, which is a citizens organization tha t is involved in the 
crimina l justice system. I  am also a member of the Michigan Com
mittee  on the National Council of Crime and Delinquency.



1043

I have carefully  read and listened to thousands of  words tha t have 
been used on the pros and cons of gun control, having examined 
numerous police reports.  I share with you a deep concern about the 
rising  death rate in our city, State, and Nation. I hope that the 
findings of these hearings will result in some concrete directions for 
action on the part of our Congress. Many factors will have to be 
taken into consideration while we are looking at gun control as a 
deterrent  to crime.

• America, unfortuna tely, has become a violent nation, even our 
national anthem boasts about the rockets red glare and bombs b urst
ing in the a ir. At  an early age our chi ldren are introduced to Ameri
can heroes and Indian fighters, the minutemen, the soldier of for-

* tune, the cowboys, and the super cops, all toting guns. You know, 
I think about our television screen, which promotes, for the most 
par t, the most accurate "way to kill, and most youngsters learn tha t 
before they are able to speak very good English.

Not unlike automobile and steel production, the manufacturing  
of guns for foreign and domestic use is one of America’s major 
industries.

The American Rifleman’s Association has one of the strongest lob
bies in Washington, so wdiile we are talk ing about gun control, let’s 
not kid ourselves, controlled  by whom? If  we are not willing to 
tackle organized crime, the dope runners,  the gun runners, the hit  
men, and government involvement in illegal activities under  the 
guise of national security, then citizen efforts and programs to 
bring  about gun control will have no effect on the lessening of crime 
in our cities.

Let’s look at some facts. In  an article by Mark K. Benenson, in 1966, 
despite the Sullivan Law,*it was noted tha t unlicensed handguns 
accounted for 83 percent of all gun crime in New York City.

In 1967, in New York City, of the 746 total homicides, 277 were 
from knives, 205 were from handguns, 165 by physical force, and 
68 from blunt instruments .

In  May, 1968, New Jersey attorney general Sills announced tha t 
the 1966 State  gun law was a success because firearms were used

* in 44 percent of all murder’s in New Jersey as compared to the 60 
percent th at were used nationwide.

But according to the FB I figures, pr ior to the State  Gun Control 
A  Act, from 1962 to 1966, the  percentage was 39.5 percent. Obviously,

gun control did not deter the  increased commission of violence.
The firearm, readily identifiable, becomes the focus of public at

tention as the answer to the increasing homicide rate, rather  than  
the socioeconomic factor’s, such as frus trations,  tensions, and alien
ation our society creates in people because of racism, unemployment, 
and unequal treatment of every facet of living. It  is too simplistic 
to blame the gun for social conflict crimes in our cities. The gun is 
only one weapon. There are knives, tire  irons, chains, karate sticks 
tha t choke and k ill, and what have you; as you can see in New York 
City in 1967, more people were killed with knives. Emotions and 
hopes suggest tha t tightening up on handguns  will reduce crime but 
the basic causes of crime in our society are too deep rooted to be 
affected by what weapon the perp etra tor chooses to use.
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Turning  now to published studies in Detroi t, made by Dr. Bruce Danto, department of psychia try, Wayne State Univers ity, spring,  
1971, indications were t ha t both murderers and suicidal persons are 
prone to misuse a gun in the same way as any other  potential  ins trument of destruction, independent of gun control measures. In  the studies made in Ju ly and September, 1969, he had already received 
information tha t because of increased rapes, burglar ies, and other crime, the public decided tha t they could no longer rely on the protection of the police. People began to buy arms to protect the ir 
families and homes. Many people sti ll believe that they cannot depend upon police protection to keep crime controlled in their neighborhood. but  with this factor, let us look at some study data  on firearm homicide in the home setting.

In this part icular instance I have submitted data  to the committee and I will not repeat it, but I think  tha t all of us have heard over the last day or two about the grea t amount of crime tha t is 
committed in the home setting. Again, let me repeat tha t I think the economic and socioeconomic fac tors tha t have a play in this are not being addressed to through  just  general measures of gun control.

There is demographic information tha t I have submitted also, as included as part of th is report,  and forms the basis for much of what I  am presenting to you today. That demographic information takes into consideration, age, sex, race, the number of victims, the weapon 
owners, the killers, and the percentage of those deaths that, a re ar rived at by guns. All gunshot deaths determined to be homicides were 
studied in Wayne County, Michigan, over a 3-month period during the summer of  1969. Only gunshot deaths in the home setting  were 
included in the study. Data were gathered by attendance at medical examiner hearings as well as conferences with local police and prosecuting attorney’s office. The obtained sample involved 57 homicides. 
The homicide group was found to involve people who were pre dominately black, under 30 years of age, unemployed, poorly educated, reacting to interre lationship conflicts as prec ipita ting stress, and having  an extremely low incidence of regist ration  of handguns.

Forty-five percent of the victims were born in the  South and fewer of the victims were primary members of the family  than  usually 
seen in other homicide studies. Limita tions of the research method were discussed both in terms of the large number of unknown responses as well as the shortsightedness of both police and medical 
examiner investigations  of homicide. It  would be helpful if such public agencies were to expand the nature of the ir investigations to provide insigh t and understand ing about homicide.

I am deeply disturbed  tha t there are more people shot dead in the streets of Detroit than in a comparable day d uring the Viet Nam war, and tha t these were people who knew each other. People who 
have undergone consistent social stress and frus trations can go berserk over a minor argument and use a weapon if one is available. Tf guns were not so common, they might, not have died. But  iust  contro lling the weapon will not stop the stress and frust ration . Other methods of violence will be used. Tf. in fact, almost 70 percent of 
homicides are social conflict, why don’t we address this issue? What 
is deeply needed are jobs, job train ing,  housing, and, above all, com-
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munity  based crisis intervention centers for social conflict where 
neighbors can he lp an anguished person and family and professional 
help is available. I will continue to call for this kind of innovation  
in our criminal justice system. Do the decisionmakers, both here and 
in Washington, listen? Do they regulate  a little  more? And never 
address the root cause of social alienation? We can learn from a 
country like England  where the police are not armed on the streets 
and there  are effective social welfare programs such as the national 
income maintenance  program, health care, housing. This is how 
true  justice could function in a society t ha t addresses itsel f to root
ing out the causes of crime.

The following inform ation is from an article in the U.S. News & 
World Report. National laws to restr ict and police the ownership 
of guns are commonplace around  the world. But  measuring the ir 
effectiveness is not easy. Experience  shows the law on the books is one 
tiling and enforcement is another. The Brit ish can trace weapons 
legislation back to the 14th century. The actual licensing of guns 
started as early as 1870. All firearms must be registered with the 
police. Certificates are granted only after extensive check of the 
applicant and none under  14 can own a gun nor can anyone with 
a criminal record.

In  effect, police say, permission to  possess a gun usually is granted  
only to supervised members of Br ita in’s 4,500 gun clubs and such 
pe rsons as farmers who need firearms to control vermin.

Violence involving guns is rela tively unknown in Brit ain,  even the 
organized criminals rarely resort to firearms. Police estimate tha t 
only 1 out of 1.000 criminals own a gun. In  a recent 3-year period in 
England and Wales, of the 400,000 cr iminals arrested only 150 were 
carrying guns. Likewise, ordinary  citizens have littl e contact with 
guns. I t is estimated tha t fewer than 1 in 50 Britons own one. As a 
result, Brit ain has one of the lowest incidences of violent crime.

Out of 4,474 robberies in I960, fo r example, only 340 involved the 
use of guns. Most of the 137 murders in 1966 were committed by 
means of other than firearms.

I think  tha t we can also point  to the fact tha t I have had the 
oppor tunity  to talk  to members of other  nations, such as in the 
British countries. I talked to people in government in the Bahamian 
Islands, and they talked  about the ir low incidence of violent death. 
They explained to me tha t there are no guns in the hands of the 
police or in their homes. The  police have so gained the respect o f the 
community tha t this  is what happens. It  doesn’t completely prevent 
crime, but it certainly reduces violence and death.

The police in our N/ition and in our cities have an extremely vio
lent record in dealing with people. There has been far too much 
unnecssarv shooting. I believe in total national gun control, and that, 
it seems to me, is the difference in what we are talk ing about or 
what I  have generally understood to be gun control.

I believe in total national gun control for police as well as for 
citizens, coupled with the adoption of a national employment and 
social welfare plan. If  we do not ease the tension of racism and 
economic disaster, gun control laws will not work. Instead, a war  may 
be waged on our streets with armed police force and the poor and
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dispossessed armed with stones. Death will still occur. Social conflict 
and social disorders are two sides of the same coin minted from re
gressive social practices and neglect. This is a country  where the 
citizenry already may own enough guns to arm every inhabitant.  A 
frighten ing yet reassuring thought is tha t most people never really 
touch their weapons. As Americans, we boast tha t no task is too diffi
cult for  us. Now do we have the will to address the root cause of 
social-conflict crime? Can we tru ly demand police pro tection for the 
community with police real ly working in cooperation with and win
ning the community’s respect and trust? Can we rule out violence- 
inducing behavior of police ? Do we have the s treng th to cancel police 
tra ining programs aimed to kill?

I spoke to one of our inspectors here, who was then an inspector, 
about the training program, for example, among police. I am told 
that people have more of a chance of recovering if they are not shot 
in the head, shot in the heart,  o r shot in the stomach. I  repeat again 
that  I  thin k tha t our tra ining programs can be used—can be revised 
to incluude shooting in the feet, the legs, or the arms or something, 
to maim and not to necessarily kill. We ought to investigate our 
tra ining program so that we can understand what I am talking  about 
when I say tha t violence comes from all sectors in  our society.

Can we aim for tota l national gun control for all, based on, per
haps, Eng land ’s system?

I am not opposed to taking guns away from felons, to prohibiting  
the manufacture  and possession of Saturday night specials, but let 
me point out, I think tha t here our corrections system has some
thin g to say about this.

Fo r example, if  we take a look at our corrections system, we will 
find tha t generally—there was a time when they gave them a suit to 
come out, but generally now an inmate is given, upon release, a $10 
bill. I suggest to you that after a person arrived at his home and 
finds th at his life is completely uprooted, tha t he has no longer the 
home, friends, and tha t there is no preparation  made for  that , then 
what do you expect him to buy except a Saturday  nigh t special, 
which he could probably buy with the $10 purchase and he could 
probably find the way to do that very easily.

But we have not spoken to the real issue of violence. T urge you to 
make funds available for community counseling centers on social 
conflict, to turn  the attent ion of our Justice  Departmen t and our 
criminal justice system to measures designed to prevent crime and 
beyond that , to move forward to national  gun control, a rejection 
of violence bv government as a means of  dealing with the problem.

Where arms a re flaunted in the midst of racial conflict, labor man
agement disputes, political turmoil, citizens who have unpopular  
opinions on issues can be silenced. This should not be the American 
way of life. We must not condone violence by our communications 
network, by our government, or by our people.

Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much, Miss Henderson.
You have raised a number of troublesome questions that, plague 

this  committee. I  would like  to begin our discussion from the point 
of view of ident ifying  some of the problems that have to he put in 
perspective before we begin to talk  about firearms regulation. T share
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your view that,  on the prio rity  of listings of things tha t have to be 
done in th is country, gun control, or  firearms regulation kind of slips 
down the list.

Now, you and I have been working on the most immediate, press
ing need in t his city;  namely, the creation of jobs, the one thing tha t 
citizens can’t do for themselves.

One thing tha t apparent ly the Federal Government isn’t even 
willing to do for its citizens, since we had the audacity  to sustain 
the veto for a $5.3 billion emergency jobs package only last week. 
That would have, I ’m sorry to say, created only a measly 900,000 jobs. 
We have statist ics tha t some 13 million or more people are out of 
work. It  would have created perhaps 450,000 summer jobs for the 
millions of youth, as you know, who are turned upon the streets of 
this country every summer. An almost incomprehensible act on the 
part of the  executive branch and the Congress.

I would like to contrast tha t in our discussion with the fact  tha t 
other nations, with  th is country leading all the nations in the world, 
are involved in  a nuclear  and armaments  race tha t outst rips any of 
our activities in those fields in prio r history.  We have, in effect, a 
$100 billion defense budget which now makes us the larges t gun
runners to  other nations in the world. We have a Secretary of State 
who drops  nuclear  samples around as p arts  of the secret agreements 
tha t he concludes between other nations. We are selling more weapons 
of destruction, some to the combatants on both sides of an issue, than  
anybody else, and so it seems almost ironic under those circum
stances to come back and begin to look at the question as i t applies  
to the citizen.

There are two arms races going on: one, an internationa l nuclear 
arms race, between nations, in which this country leads the rest of 
the world, and, secondly, and I think following the example of our 
government, there is a citizens arms race that is going on. It  goes 
on because many of our constituents are opera ting on a defensive 
theory, are they not ?

Ms. H enderson. That is right.
Air. Conyers. They are not arming to rip off the person that lives 

on Sherman Street who needs a gun, as he perceives it, whether  it’s 
statistically defensible or not, but, as he sees it, he needs a gun to 
protect  himself from the other people t ha t have guns.

Ms. H enderson. Th at’s right.
Air. Conyers. Now, if I am not mistaken, we are confronted on 

this  subject with two alternat ives, one. we can urge everybody tha t 
hasn’t got a gun to defensively arm himself, and some would argue 
tha t just about everybody has a gun already, which would lead us 
to the next level. If  everybody has a gun, the well dressed person 
will then be carrying  two guns. When everybody gets to the two 
gun stage, then automatics, I thin k will become the rage. There 
would be no end to citizen arming, as I  see it.  I have examined this. 
We have had witnesses from every possible point of view. But.  at 
the same time, unless we look at the other  side of the coin can we 
begin to scale down the amount of guns tha t are in existence. I do 
not mean taking them away, and I ’m glad tha t you didn ’t use the 
term, confiscation, because there  are very few people tha t are avoid-
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ing tha t. We are captives of history. We have romanticized guns, as you have pointed out, we have idolized those who settle disputes with weapons, we boast of our national manhood by assault ing a new nation only formed since April because one of our merchant ships violated the ir terr itor ial waters and were taken into custody. The Secreta ry of State  advocated B-52 bombers dropp ing bombs on Cambodia because the good ship Mayaguez’ captain  didn’t realize he violated that nation ’s internationa l limits. So we see evidence of what you have talked about, so eloquently, at every level. •'And then this little  committee, with your good friend  from Detroit , is charged with the assignment of developing some domestic firearm regulation , Conyers, Danielson, Mann, Hughes, McClory, and Ashbrook. This thing is gettin g out of hand. Well, it’s been * getting out of  hand for the last 198 years.
Ms. H enderson. Correct.
Mr. Conyers. And, as we approach the bicentennial as we are now beginning to, in grea ter numbers, say, “Where is this madness leading us?” I think you share my view th at one of the grea t people of this century, Martin Luther King,  ra ised the whole question of nonviolence, not just in terms of the struggle  of black people, bu t when he addressed that theory to his own Nation and pointed his finger a t this most powerful country on the  face of the earth  and said, “You violate the theory of nonviolence, too.” Then his popular ity began to wane. Then the attacks  on Dr. King mounted at  a rate  tha t frightened and disappointed him. As long as we are talk ing about people being nonviolent, it's righ t on; but when we talk  about the Nation setting an example for nonviolence, well, well, th at ’s a different thing. Our national security comes first; protection of our economic interests, worldwide, take precedence. The righ t of the people to make guns and profit by them, as you so incisively said in your address here, is gun protection, gun control. But  wlio is control ling  what and for which purposes?
I he very notion t hat  there ought to be a regulation on the profitmaking. of these weapons o f destruction is an abhorrence to a good many citizens. We have millions of people who come to this subject tha t are worried about what we are going to do about the right s of • hunters and sportsmen. There aren’t any hunters and sportsmen inside the city limits of Detroit because the only thin g they can hunt here with  a gun are other people. «So what you have done is serve to me a very important point here, in put ting this whole th ing  in perspective. Tt is w hat I  have wanted to say so many times, in these hearings. This only happens to be one of mv assignments in the Congress. The bigger assignment is redressing our national priorit ies by put ting everybody to work, not just  in the ghetto, but in the suburbs that are now affected; those in the automobile industries, now unemployed to the poin t of 24 percent.So our immediate concern is to divert tha t $100 billion budget to the programs tha t local officials come to Washington, hat in hand, begging tha t we create, to avoid the socioeconomic conditions tha t you have described.

Because your sensitivities are mine, what do we sav to the person in the  most crime ridden areas of the city who we ask to take a new
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look at this  subject. What do we say to him about regulation of 
firearms when he is saying I don’t want to hurt anybody but I am 
try ing  to make i t myself? The question tha t I asked Comdr. Bannon 
is what is the responsibil ity o f the police in this city or in any major  
city in terms or reassuring citizens. We are moving toward a more 
stringent  control of firearms which to me seems inescapable, since 
the only alternative is for everybody tha t is not carry ing a gun, get 
one. And, when everyone has a gun, then they will get two. When 
they get two, somebody is going to start using automatic weapons. 
The homicide rate  will escalate. The leading cause of death of 
black males now between the age of 16 and 35 is homicide.

Ms. Henderson. I wonder if anybody has ever examined the sta
tistics for how many blacks between 16 and 35 have been murdered?

Mr. Conyers. Th at is what I  am ta lkin g about.
Ms. H enderson. I am talk ing about murde r by law enforcement 

agencies.
Mr. Conyers. Well, we have some figures on how many policemen 

are killing citizens. We have those figures isolated, and I want to 
tell you it ’s a very tiny percentage, a very small percentage. The 
number of  people who kill people invading their homes is a very tiny 
percentage. The much higher percentage figure is the person tha t 
gets killed going for his gun when he is tr ying to repel an invader. 
A lot of us are hypnot ized by the television and movie mystique 
tha t you have refer red to. But people have learned, to the ir peril, 
you can’t draw a gun, your own gun, th at you have a permit to carry,  
on someone who already has a gun drawn. We have instances, re
peatedly, where tha t happens. Wh at do you th ink, Ms. Henderson, is 
the role of a police department in bring ing tha t protection to our 
constituents who a re arming defensively? What can we say to them 
about the responsibility of Government to provide them with tha t 
grea ter protection and how might we go about that?

Ms. Henderson. I  would be very careful to say tha t we are for 
tunate  tha t all policemen are not guilty of what we are talk ing 
about today. But a sufficient number of them are guilty  in not b ring
ing the type  of police protection  to the citizens who are already de
prived and who are already frus trated and who are already facing  
what they consider a hopeless situation.

We’ve got to turn that  situat ion around to a more positive role 
for the Detroit Police, for  the  police in all urban communities where 
there  is identically  the same picture. This picture  is not isolated to 
Detroit, it ’s true in all the large urban settings  where there  are 
poor and deprived minorit ies who are seeking redress bv law.

An example of what I am talk ing about is mv own experience. 
Once T heard some kind of weird noise at the side of my house in 
the driveway, T inquired as to what it could be. it sounded like gun
shots. I called the police and T asked them to come to mv home. 
They came. They came six carloads strong. Two arrived at the door 
of my home with carbines pointed out into the street toward the 
neighbors, while two marched between them with carbines pointed 
at me.

When T opened the door T insisted on knowing what on earth was 
going on, I simply, made an inquiry of the police and asked them
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to just quietly drive around  and detect what this  was. I t turned out 
that there were dum-dums used by kids tha t are buried, I never 
heard of them before, buried in the ground and they were ligh ting  
them off and they were going into this kind of loud thunderous sound. The police marched into my home and made me feel as 
though I were a criminal. Xow, tha t is th e second time in my life
time tha t th at has happened, b ut it happened over and over to many, 
many people th at I know. I thin k tha t there must be a better way, 
a more professional way of handling people when you’re going to > investigate what is going on because I explained over the phone 
that  no one was in danger,  that I jus t simply wanted someone to 
cruise the neighborhood ancl see what was going on, that  it was not 
a shoot-out or anything of th at sort. *I have been in this fight a long time and this  is not just  an iso
lated  instance, this  is normal, rath er than  the exception. It  happened to me but it is happening to many people who do not have any redress.

For  example, many of us are concerned about the manner by which we address ourselves in the police field. For example, the police 
make you feel as though you’re a criminal  even if you’re being stopped. Our jails, for example, are filled with traffic violators or 
with people who have other  kinds of offenses against  them tha t are 
barely  minor but they are lumped together with hardened criminals and the high rate  of recidivism that we seem to always point to is 
coupled together with the fact tha t these people learn to become criminals as a result of the ir treatment both bv the police, by those 
who are jailing them, and when they are released—and by the ir cohorts in detention centers—and when they are released, then they 
know the ways of crime. It  seems to me th at our answ’er has to be, if  we’re really interested in protecting people, th at we first put the 
emphasis on protection. Then, I am not talking about what I think , 
but I know then tha t we will have the churches and the community rally ing with us to guaran tee tha t there is community cooperation 
with the police department. I served on the police team of the city 
of Detro it before I was elected councilwoman, and I heard of chil
dren  who have been arrested for loitering because they couldn’t enter * a playground legally aft er hours, who had no place else to play.
Wh at are we doing? Are we condemning our youth to a life of—I 
don’t.know—a life before the “boob” tube, it seems to me and guar-  4 anteeing tha t they become experts in shoot to kill by gett ing their 
lessons daily from the time they are able to sit up in front of a 
television and look, and they are not giving them any outside care.
The television has become a babysitter . So I  thin k tha t the community  has  to take  the leading role and it has to be guaranteed tha t 
in connection with tha t, tha t the police departments of our nation 
will wmrk harmoniously  with the communitv in bring ing about an end to crime.

Mr. Conyers. I s there a way t ha t you and I, and I  started thinking about some of the earl ier cases tha t led us into marches around 1300 Beaubien, going back to-----
Ms. Henderson. Leon Mosely being shot in the back and all tha t kind of stuff ?
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Mr. Conyers. Righ t, but what  I am thinking  about; is there a 
way tha t we can, within the fifth largest city in the Nation, de
velop a program for police in terms of a more responsible rela tion
ship? Here’s what I ’m saying. Here  is the situa tion:  You are in the 
Common Council, in which we have the council and the mayor o f th is 
city try ing  to  do the fundamenta l things. It ’s amazing that it took 
until  1974 and 1975 for us to get around to the simple notion that  
the police ought to live where they work. I mean, when we created 
police in London, several centuries ago, tha t was the condition un
der which a municipal policeman was first hired anywhere in the 
world. I t’s being resisted in this  city. I t’s in the courts. We don’t 
know where it ’s going to end up. We’re trying desperately to in
crease the police depar tment  to, in some small measure reflect the 
makeup of its citizenry, which is considered to be a revolutionary 
thought in some circles.

We should have policemen, not  just living in the city, which to  me 
is e lementary, but policemen, it would seem to me ought logically to 
live in the precinct which they work, not just  in the city where they 
live in.

Ms. H enderson. Tha t would be much preferred.
Mr. Conyers. And I am think ing about the police riot  tha t oc

curred not too many days ago here in the front of the Federal build 
ing in terms of a demonstra tion. I am looking now at the require 
ment in the Detro it Police Manual tha t requires all policemen to 
carry  their weapons at all times.

Ms. H enderson. Tw enty- four hours.
Mr. Conyers. Now, too, 600 to 800 policemen demonstrating  with 

weapons is no longer a peaceful protes t, as we found out. We have 
a completely different situation. So I think tha t those regulations 
ought to be reexamined. But these three  points, get at, to me, an 
obligation somewhere between you and the council and the mayor 
and the congress people, and the leadership, the citizen leadership  
of this city, to put  together a program tha t will say to the Detroit 
Police Depar tment, if they are, in fact, the servants like all of us 
are supposed to be in government, that  we are developing a pro
gram of increased protection for those places in the city where it  is 
more dangerous, statistical ly to live. I  thin k that ’s i t’s not unreason
able for a citizen there, before he says: Miss Henderson, I support 
you and Conyers in terms of your national efforts, but we are out 
to get some more protection on Sherman Street. There is nothing 
unreasonable about that . There ought to be an examination of why 
we can’t effect a grea ter delivery system of law enforcement and 
protection to the people who live in statistical ly proven more dan
gerous areas. I  think  th at tha t's a reasonable requirement to l)e asked 
of them. Would you comment on tha t series o f observations?

Ms. Henderson. Yes, I will. Yes, I  thin k maybe where I  would 
sta rt with this is to say that  there are so many of us who are not 
willing to learn the  history lesson that  if, in fact, slavery was 
wrong in the first place, that it’s a lmost time that we d epart from 
that premise and move into an affirmative action program tha t brings  
all of our citizens to the front of the line for  employment on an 
equal opportuni ty basis. The courts have recognized this, and, un-
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fortunate ly, there are those of us who would not recognize the auth ority of the courts in bring ing about this kind of ruling  tha t would change the nature of ou r force in our society.I would suggest also that there ought to be a different kind of criminal justice tra ining, and th at, perhaps, this subcommittee, or the Jud icia ry Committee could investigate what is the nature  of police training? What  do police—what are they, in fact, required to learn in orde r to become a policeman ? 1 think t ha t it ’s necessary for us to  have policemen, but Mr. Peale, who was the founder of the police ~movement in the early 1800’s, did not design police to act as our police are acting in this society, they were not an elite group in the sense that  they were no t responsive to government. And I am suggesting that there ought to be a method by which we train  our forces *in order  fo r them to communicate and get to know them.When I was a child, tha t was not a difficult problem. It  seems to me th at we had a real problem in terms of our police, bu t we didn’t have the good sense to know it at tha t point in the same sense t hat  we know it today. But, at least, one of the relationships the police had to the community was tha t they knew everybody on a block because they 'were walking a beat, and they were working a beat and gett ing to know the families. This, it seems to me, would develop a system whereby the police would then be working in harmony with the community, get rid of some of the deterrents and some of the causes of crime, such as the dope houses that are flourishing in communities that are very poor. It  seems to me tha t we have got to find an answer to who brings in the dope, who protects it, and who sees to it tha t it’s dis tributed and what is it doing to our young people, how is it  destroying our lives and our future  and our country and what  is this dope culture doing in our country ? IIow did it get here in the first place. Why can’t we protect our borders better so tha t we can put the emphasis where it really belongs? Who is gett ing filthy rich from the sale of dope in our country? These arc some of the  questions tha t I think we should ask, but on our neighborhood level the  community and the police could work in harmony and getting togethe r and ridding our community of that kind of hazard.That is not the only hazard. «But  I  have another experience, for  example. When we talked about the question of police living in the community, while I was campaigning  one year, back in 1969, I was invited to a neighborhood tha t was totally  white; I went to tha t community and some of the '*neighbors in the community were being pret ty disturbed by a group that is a professional group in our city, tha t arouses this  kind of ugliness in people, I  won’t call the name, but tha t group was there in full force and so was the police department. Commendations go to the police department because they acted swift ly to detain these people from causing a  riot that would have been unnecessary, in my opinion. This arousing battle  cry came because one gentleman, an elderly man who was white had stood up in the audience and called out and said I think we ought to treat these people better, they are our candidates in our community; if we’re going to  look at something that is wrong, we ought to go down on Joy Road, down in the basement where there is an arsenal. I was there last week a t your invi-
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tation. I saw that arsenal and I thin k we have to know tha t there 
are many such arsenals around—surround ing our community.

Now, if, in fact, this is true, then  how are we going to get to those 
arsenals and convince our people that, in fact, they are not being 
surrounded by a force of  people who are living on the outs ide of the 
city, who t ravel  into the city every day, beat heads and go home. I 
thin k we have to, in fact, get to the place where we have the con
fidence in the person who lives in our community, who understands 
our problem, who knows our children , and who is willing to appre- 

< hend because they selected th at as a job and who is willing to do it 
knowing tha t they have the backing of the community.

Mr. Conyers. Right.
Does the Detroit Common Council have any plan to try  to get on 

top of this problem with the Detroit Police Department? Is tha t 
within your purview ?

Ms. Henderson. I t ’s not really in the same sense tha t it ’s in the 
purview of the mayor. The mayor, as the administra tor of our city, 
is a pa rt of the executive branch, has the right to move forward on 
this, and we have the right to supp ort him. I think tha t he has the 
support of council for  the most par t. I would say that.

Mr. Conyers. Well, we have gone fa r beyond our time, council- 
woman, but I  think  necessarily so, and even then we have only barely  
touched the surface. You have been working in this matter of  police- 
community relations and race relations from the earliest moment 
tha t I have known you, and it looks like you are going to be work
ing in i t for a few more years to  come.

I would count our  discussion here today as being another peg 
along the way of developing the kind of programs tha t you and I 
know have to be acted upon. I would like you to continue to over
sight  the kind of things that  we are doing. This committee plans to, 
very shortly, sort out the 50 or 60 alternative  proposals tha t are 
before us and come together with a plan tha t will be national. The 
plan  will not operate only locally o r upon any one group of citizens, 
but it will be designed to reduce the avalanche of weapons which—- 
under  which we will all eventually  perish if we don’t begin to take some steps.

<1 Ms. Henderson. I  think  we must get rid of the man who manufac
tures  them in the first place and makes the profit. That is where we 
ought to s tart.  We ought to, you know, declare a national  state of einer- 
gency and actually prevent the fur ther manufactur ing of handguns 
and rifles if we’re going to get rid of violence in our country. 1 keep 
remembering, President Kennedy wasn't killed by a handgun, and 
some of the other people that have been killed in our Nation were not 
killed by handguns, they were killed bv rifles. And though we. you 
know, we talk in terms of well, you know, it's  a sport ing kind of thing, 
there are very few people who can afford this sporting kind of pleas
ure. But I have witnessed, for example, a man going to a Sears, 
Roebuck store, who was a recent mental patient , whose wife called and 
tried  to warn t ha t store not to sell a rifle to this man. He came back and 
tried to blow his whole family out. So rifles are not, you know, any 
sacred kind of instrum ent either.
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Every  time I pass by the National Rifleman’s Association lobby 
building in Washington, D.C., I am reminded of the vast amounts 
of money that go into  munitions. Somebody is making a tremendous 
profit and death is the answer for people throughout this country. 
And unless we stop it where i t hurts , everybody—I’m not condoning 
the  criminal, not by a long shot, but I think I am really calling 
attent ion to the fact tha t we sometimes create these criminals and 
if we are not careful, we are creating  the monster tha t will destroy 
us all unless we are ready to really face up to the fact and really 
call it  to a halt, munitions manufacturing.

Mr. Conyers. Has tha t notion been developed? Can you detect 
tha t in any of the criminal justice commissions tha t you serve on, 
throughout  the State?

Ms. Henderson. Yes; for example, and I don’t know tha t I can 
really develop the total  answer to this, but I know we were on our 
way to getting some funding in the Michigan Council on Crime and 
Delinquency. One year on the whole question of gun control but we 
were told in some no-uncertain terms, you know, by these people who 
represent the large r riflemen’s interest, tha t if we did  that, we would 
not get the funding, we didn’t get  the funding.

Mr. Conyers. The  r ug was pulled out from under you somewhere 
along the way ?

Ms. H enderson. That  is right.  And I think  there is a job of educa
tion to be done. People have to learn exactly where the  pressures are 
coming from, so th at they will understand what to do. I  know tha t 
what  I have said is not the most popular thin g in the world to say, 
I am probably—I hope th at it ’s not the most unpopular stand.

Mr. Conyers. No; it i sn’t.
Ms. Henderson. But  I would like to emphasize tha t we have to 

educate our communities; tha t is what the Equal Justice Council is 
all about, the education of our communities to understand what  is 
this  criminal justice system that, indeed, together with our milit ary 
system, siphons off all the profits of our country and directs them 
into any other  area other  than human services. I think that  is a 
current crucial point.

Mr. Conyers. You have stated it eloquently. Thank you very 
much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Henderson follows:]
Statement of E rma Henderson, Councilwoman, City  Council , City  of 

Detroit

Members of Congress. Congressman Conyers: I am Erma Henderson, D etroit Councilwoman and Executive Director of the Equal Justic e Council.
I have carefully read and listened to thousands of words tha t have been used on the pros and cons of Gun Control. Having examined numerous police reports, I share  with you a deep concern about the rising death rate in our city, state  and nation. I hope tha t the findings of these hearings will resu lt in some concrete directions for action on the par t of our Congress.
Many factors will have to be taken into consideration while we are looking at Gun Control as a deterrent to crime.
America is a violent nation. Even our National Anthem boasts about “the rockets’ red glare and bombs bursting in air”. At an early age, our children are introduced to American heroes : the Indian fighters; the Minute Men ; the soldiers of f ortune ; the cowboys, and the super cops—all toting guns.
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Not unlike automobile and steel production, the manufacturing  of guns for foreign and domestic use is one of America’s major industries.The American Rifleman’s Association has one of the strongest lobbies in Washington, so while we are talking about Gun Control, l et’s not kid ourselves— controlled by whom?
If we ar e not willing to tackle organized crime—the dope run ne rs; the gun run ers ; the hit men; and government involvement in illegal activit ies under the guise of “national securi ty”—then citizen efforts in programs to bring about gun control will have no effect on the lessening of crime in our cities.Let’s look at some fa ct s:

* In an article  by Mark K. Benenson, in 1966, despite the Sullivan Law, unlicensed handguns accounted for 83.4% of all gun crime in New York City. In 1967, in New York City, of the 746 total homicides, 277 were from knives, 205 were from handguns, 165 by physical force and 68 from blunt instruments .In May, 1968, New Jersey Attorney General Sills announced tha t the 1966* state  gun law was a success because “firearms were used in 44% of all murders in New Jersey as compared to 60% nationwide”. But according to the FBI figures prior to the State  Gun Control Act, from 1962 to 1966, the percentage was 39.5%. Obviously, gun control did not deter the increased commission of violence.
The firearm, readily identifiable, becomes the focus of public attent ion as the answer to the increasing homicide rate—rather than the socio-economic factors such as frus trat ions , tensions and alienation our society creates in people because of racism, unemployment and unequal treatment in every facet of living.
It  is too simplistic to blame the gun for social conflict crimes in our cities. The gun is only one weapon. There are knives, tire  irons, chains, kara te sticks tha t choke and kill—and what have you. As you can see, in New York City in 1967, more people were killed with knives.
Emotions and hope suggest tha t tightening upon hand guns will reduce crime, but the basic causes of crime in our society are too deeierooted to be affected by what weapon the perpetrator chooses to use.Turning now to published studies in Detro it made by Dr. Bruce Danto, Department of Psychiatry, Wayne State  University, Spring 1971, indications were tha t both murderers and suicidal persons are prone to misuse a gun in the same way as any other potent ial instrument  of destruction, independent of gun control measures.
In the studies made in July-September, 1969, he had already received information tha t because of increased rapes, burglaries and other crime, the public decided they could no longer rely on the protection of the police. People began to buy arms to protect thei r families and homes. Many people still believe tha t they cannot depend on police protection to keep crime controlled in their neighboroods. But with this factor, let us look at some study data on Firearm Homicide in the Home Setting.• “Sought aft er were data  pertaining to gunshot deaths in homes in WayneCounty, Michigan. Demographic data involved age, sex, race, mari tal status,  residence, occupation, and place of origin, of both the killer and his victim. The occupation of the head of the household and the relation of the owner of 4b the firearm to the victim were also studied. Circumstances were researched;the shooting was classified accidental, suicidal, or homicidal. Specific time, day of the week, position and number of people present in the room, and reason for the firearm’s presence in the home were recorded, as was use of drugs or intoxicants by either the victim or killer. An attempt was made to determine the number of guns owned, thei r availabili ty and accessibilty, whether the guns were registered, and whether the owner had a concealed weapons permit.“Particular s of the killer-victim relationship were incorporated into the data schedule. Previous known h istories of all gun incidents which involved the kil ler or victim were also noted : reckless use of firearms or any violent behavior, psychiatric treatment  or hospitalization,  suicidal or homicidal behavior. e.g„ reckless operation of an automobile, or explicit perference as to mode of own death, and acts of violence resu lting in confinement—jail, hospital—or in police incursion. Data were compiled on the victim’s and kille r’s express or covert interest in guns: gun training , membership in a gun club, favorite television shows, and accessibility of any firearm in sleeping quarters.

52-557 O -  75 - pt . 3 - 12
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“Accessibility of firearms in the  home was of prim ary consideration among 
possibly precip itat ing  fac tors  in the  homicide. Differences  in personal ity and 
in situat ion  (circumstances of the  homicide) were also considered in rela tion  
to the  type  of firearm, i.e., hand gun versus rifle and shotgun. Fu rth er,  it  was 
postulated th at  differences betw’een owners of unregiste red firearm s as opposed 
to regi stered would reflect in a high incidence of unre gistered  handguns  em
ployed in homicidal death s.

TAB LE 1.—DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ON 57 HO MICIDE  VICT IM S,  WEAPON-O WNERS, AN D KILLERS

Age Number
Victim

percentage Number

Weapon
owner

percentage Num ber
Kil ler

percentage

11 to 2 0 ............................. 9 16 4 7 7 13
21 to 30............................... 14 25 5 8 7 13
31 to 40 ____ __________ 15 26 12 21 13 23
41 to 50____ __________ 9 16 8 14 9 16
51 to 60 ____ __________ 7 13 9 16 8 14
6 1 + . . . - ............................. 3 4 3 4 3 4
Unknow n_______ ______ 16 30 10 17
Sex:

Male____ _________ 41 70 37 63 35 61
Fe male............ .......... 16 30 4 7 12 21
Unknown_________ 16 30 10 17

Race:
Negro .. ...................... 51 90 36 62 41 72
Wh ite .......................... 6 10 5 8 6 10
Unknown_________ 16 30 10 17

TAB LE 3 .- T IM E  AND PLACE OF SHO OTING

Number Percentage

Day of week
Saturday ................................................................................................................................................
Sun day ...................................................................................................................................................
Monday ................................................................................... .......................................... ...................
Tue sda y.................................................................................................................................................
Wednesd ay...........................................................................................................................................
Thurs day ..............................................................................................................................................
Fr iday.....................................................................................................................................................

Time of day
9 p.m. to 11:59 p.m ............................................................................................................................
3 a .m . to 5:59  a .m ..............................................................................................................................
6 p.m. to 8 :59 p.m..............................................................................................................................
12 a .m. to 2:59  a.m ............................................................................................................................
12 p.m. to 2:59 p.m .......................................................................................................... .................
6 a.m . to 8:5 9 a .m .................................................. ................. ............ .............................................
3 p.m. to 5:59 a.m..............................................................................................................................

Location:
In house................................................................................................................_ ..............................
Porch......................................................................................................................................................
Yard........................................................................................................................................................

People present in room:
Tw o.......................................................................................................................................................
Three, four,  or “ several” .................................................................................................................
Five or more.........................................................................................................................................

15 26
8 14
6 10
8 14
2 3
6 10

12 21

15 26
11 19
10 17
8 14
5 8
4 7
4 7

46 80
7 13
4 7

24 40
19 30

9 16

TABLE 4.— KILL ER -VICTIM RELATIO NSHIP

Num ber  Percentage

Ma rital confl ict ..............................................................................................................................................
Inte rfa milial  conflict....................................................................................................................................
Paren t-child confl ict....................................................................................................................................
Strangers, neighbors....................................................................................................................................

'Jntrafamilia l conflict............ .....................................................................................................................
No app arent conflict ....................................................................................................................................

21
12
7
7
5
4

36
21
12
12

8
7

“All gunsho t deaths determined to be homicides were  stud ied in Wayne 
County, Michigan  over a 3-month period dur ing  the  summer of 1969. Only 
gunsh ot dea ths  in the home set ting were included in the  study . Data were 
gath ered  by attenda nce  at  medical examiner hearings as well as conferences
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with  local police and  the  prosecut ing attorn ey’s office. The  obtained sample involved 57 homicides.
‘•The homocide group was found to involve people who were predominantly black, under 30 yea rs of age, unemployed, poorly educa ted, reac ting to int errela tion ship conflicts of precip itat ing  stre ss and having an extremely low incidence of reg istr ation of han d guns. Forty-f ive perc ent of the victims were born in the South and  fewer of the  victim s were prim ary members of the family  tha n usual ly seen in other homicide  studies. Lim itat ions of the  resea rch method were discussed both in term s of the larg e number of “unknown” responses as well as the  shortsightedness of both police and medical examiner investiga tions of homicide. I t would be help ful if  such public agencies were to expan d the  na ture  of their  inve stigations to provide  insight  and understanding about homicide.”
I am deeply dis turbed  th at  the re were  more people shot  dead  in the  street s of Detroi t than in a comparable day dur ing  the  Viet Nam War, and th at  these were people who knew each other. People who have undergone cons isten t social stress and fru str ati on s can go b erse rk over a mino r argument and use a weapon if one is available. If  guns were not so common, they migh t not have  died. But ju st  controlling the weapon  will not stop the  stre ss and fru stration . Othe r methods of v iolence will be used. If, in fact , almo st 70% of homicides are  social conflict, why don’t we add ress this issue?
What is desperate ly needed are  jobs, job training, housing, and, above all, community-based cri sis  inte rventio n centers  for  social conflict, where neighbors can help  an angu ished  person and fami ly and professional help is available.  I will contin ue to call for  thi s kind of innovatio n in our  crim inal  jus tice  system. Do the  decision-makers listen in Washington or do we regula te a lit tle  more, and never address  the root  cause of social  alie nation?  If  our  country were like England where the  police are  not armed on the  streets,  and ther e are  social wel fare  programs such as a nat ion al income main tenance program, hea lth care, housing, etc. This is how tru e jus tice could function. This  information is from an arti cle  in U.S. News & World Report, Jun e 24, 1968:“Nat iona l laws  to restr ic t and police the ownership of guns are  commonplace around the world. Bu t measuring their effectiveness is not easy. Exper ience shows a law on the  books is one thing , enforcement is another.“The Bri tish  can trace weapons legislation back to the  fou rtee nth  century.  The  actual  licensing of guns sta rte d as ear ly as 1870.
“All firearms must be registe red with the police; cert ifica tes are  granted only af te r an extensive check of the  appl icant. No one under 14 can own a gun, nor can anyone with  a crim ina l record.
“In effect, police say, perm ission to possess a gun usua lly is gra nted only to supervised members of Br ita in’s 4,500 gun  clubs and such persons as farme rs who need firearms to control vermin .
“Violence involving guns is rela tive ly unknown in Bri tain. Even organized crim inal s rare ly  res ort  to firearms. Police  es tim ate  th at  only 1 out of 1,000 crim inal s owns a gun. In a recent  three-y ear period in Eng land  and Wales, of the 400,000 crim inal s arr est ed  only 159 were car rying guns.“Likewise, ord inary citiz ens  have lit tle  con tact with  guns. It  is estimated  th at  fewer tha n 1 in 50 Bri tons owns one.
“As a resu lt, Br ita in has  one of the  lowest incidences of violent crime. Out of 4,474 robberies in 1966, for example, only 340 involved use of guns. Most of the 137 murders  in 1966 were committed by means oth er tha n firearms.”This  plan is in practic e today  in the  Bahamas.  When I spoke to the Bahamian people abou t their low incidence of violen t dea th, they expla ined to me th at  the re are no guns in the  hands of the  police or in their homes. The police have so gained  the  respect of the  community th at  thi s is wh at happens. It  doesn’t completely prev ent crime, bu t it certainly reduces violence and death.The police in our  nat ion and in our city have been extre mely  violen t in dealing with people. T here has  been fa r too much unnecessary  shooting.I believe in tot al nat ional gun control (fo r police as well as citizens) coupled with  the  adopt ion of a nat ional employment and social welfare plan.  If  we do not ease  the  tensio n of racism and economic disaster,  gun control laws will not work. Ins tead, a wa r may be waged on our streets with  an armed police force and the  poor and dispossessed armed with  stones. Dea th will  still  occur. Social conflict and social diso rder  are  two sides  of the same coin minted from regres sive social prac tices and neglect.
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This is a country  where  the  citiz enry  already may own enough guns to arm 
every inha bi tant ; a frighten ing, ye t reas suring thou ght  in th at  most people 
neve r touch their weapons.

As Americans, we boast th at  no tas k is too difficult for  us. Now do we have  
the  w ill to address  the  ro ot cause of social  conflict crime? Can we tru ly demand 
police protection for the  community, with  police really  working in cooperation 
with  and winning the  community’s respect and tru st?  Can we rule out  violence- 
inducing behavior by police? Do we have the strength to cancel police tra ining 
programs aimed to kill? Can we aim for  total nat ional gun control /o r all based 
on Eng land ’s system?

I am not  opposed to tak ing  guns away  from felons, to proh ibit ing the  manu- #fac tur e and  possession of “Sa turday  nigh t specials”. But, thi s has  not spoken 
to the  rea l issue of violence. I urge you to make funds available for Com
munity Counse ling Centers on Social Conflict, to turn  the  attent ion  of our 
Jus tice Departm ent,  and our Crim inal  Jus tice System to measures designed 
to preven t crime, and beyond this,  to move toward nat ional gun control,  a *
rejection of violence by government as a means of deal ing with  problems.

Where  arms are  flaunted in the  midst of rac ial conflict, labor-management 
dispu tes, pol itica l turmo il, citizens who have  unpopular opinions on issues  
can be silenced.

This  should not be the  American way of life. We must not  condone violence 
by our  Communications Network , by our Government, or  by our  people.

Mr. Conyers. Our next witness is the coordinator of the Research 
Committee on Crime and Gun Facts, Mr. Ronald E. Elwell. He is 
accompanied by Mr. Huber t Lintz. He will be our last witness be
fore we recess for lunch.

Welcome, sir.
Mr. E lwell. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. We have your prepared statement, and it will be in 

corporated  into the record at this  point. That will free you to say 
the other  things tha t you may not have gotten into your prepared 
remarks. I unders tand tha t Mr. George Brock and Mr. Norman 
Mayne are with you, as well as Mr. Lintz.

TESTIMONY  OF RONALD E. ELWE LL, COORDINATOR, RESEA RCH
COMMITT EE ON CRIME  AND GUN FACTS,  ACCOMPAN IED BY
HUBERT LINTZ
Mr. Elwell. Yes, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 

introduce to my immediate right , Mr. George Brock, to his right , 
would be Mr. H uber t Lintz, and to his right , would be Mr. Norman 
Mayne.

Collectively, we represent  a small group. We call ourselves Re- «.
search Committee on Crime and Gun Facts. We are individuals who 
have been working and came together to collectively work in an- ' 
alyzing and looking at the cold, hard facts about crime and homi
cide.

We are interested in people, for an obvious number of reasons, 
including the fact that most of  us are sportsmen, we are engaged 
in some activity which involves, at one time or another, firearms, on 
a competitive level or  a spor ting level, but our prim ary interes t was 
to unders tand what were the facts involved in crime and homicide 
and how they related to firearms.

If  this country, this great country  of ours, is to solve what  it 
calls the crime and homicide problem, then this  grea t country must 
understand what the facts are, and base decisions upon these facts.
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I have sat now for  a whole day, as you so patiently sat for even 
a day and a hal f now, and I sense a frus tration, I sense a demand
ing, a crying out of what is the solution here, and I can sympathize 
with your frus trat ion,  sir, because it is the same type of frus tration 
tha t the handgun owner and firearms owner, in both our State  and 
National level, is experiencing; and the basic problem is this, the 
basic source of the frus trat ion is th is:  we want to deal and want to 
reduce crime and homicide, and we are talk ing about something 
tha t cannot possibly affect it.

Mr. Conyers. You mean if we introduce more guns into Detroit, 
the homicide rate won’t go up one way or the other?

Mr. Elwell. Let me answer tha t by interjecting an interes ting 
fact. While we have heard testimony for a day and a hal f about 
the increase of firearms in Detro it, the actual fact is tha t at this 
point we have 20 percent less homicides in Detro it this year than  
last. And if the proli ferat ion of handguns, if the theory is correct, 
that more handguns have an effect on more crime, then wliat is the 
explanation for just the opposite happening?

Mr. Conyers. Well, you’re talk ing  about the first 4 months of the 
year 1975, are you not?

Mr. Elwell. That is correct. I t ’s been plotted  by the Detroit 
Police Department on a month-by-month and day-by-day basis.

Mr. Conyers. Are you willing  to rest your case on 4 months as 
against a period from 1967, that  I  have reference to ?

Mr. Elwell. No, but the importance o f it  is this, th at-----
Mr. Conyers. I think on a long-run basis, the fact tha t most of 

the crimes in gun homicides occur where there are the greatest num
ber of weapons, would still prevail, even in Detroi t, although there 
has been, happily, a very modest reduction.

Mr. Elwell. Yes, sir, but let me say what the object of my com
ment is. I  must preface, and we must understand; it’s imperative to 
our Nation to understand tha t the availability of  firearms and homi
cides has no relationship,  in fact. There is no study, no statist ical 
objective factual study  that can be produced tha t shows tha t firearms 
availab ility is the prim ary facto r in increasing crime. In  crime, the 
incidence of crime, the  frequencies-----

Mr. Conyers. I jus t want to inte rrup t just a moment to tell any
body tha t is g ettin g ready to add any comments to yours, tha t they 
are going to be out of order.

Mr. E lwell. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Conyers. T know that  you are not soliciting that.  T know your 

feelings run very strongly , but I would appreciate, under  the rules 
of the committee hearings, that  comments be restricted to those who 
are tes tifying before the committee.

Mr. E lwell. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Conyers. Now, it ’s your ascertain—have you studied this very 

much ?
Mr. E lwell. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. What is your background in this field ?
Mr. Elwell. My background is an engineer by training, an en

gineer bv responsibil ity and job, and an interested citizen.
Mr. Conyers. Right.
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Mr. Elwell. By obligation.
Mr. Conyers. Wha t studies have you examined to come to this conclusion ?
Mr. Elwell. We have studied the FB I crime rep ort and all of the data  that  it will show, the Michigan Uniform Crime Report, the 

Det roit  Police Departmen t statistics , the Bannon and Wilt , Dr.Marie Wi lt and Commander Bannon’ report , which is—it’s unfortuna te that  it ’s not more widely distribu ted, but it’s a very interest
ing and enlightening report, taken step by s tep, and I don’t want to *get into the numbers game, but the numbers, sir, are there  clearly, 
tha t handguns , and handgun fatal ities and fatali ties due to firearms 
is not the cause of homicides.

Mr. Conyers. What is then ? *Mr. E lwell. Basically we have heard testimony and it has just got 
to cry out to our country that the lack of social consciousness in  the 
area of underemployed, unemployment, low education, and, in addi tion to that , would be the alcohol and drug  usage and the fact  tha t 
the people who are involved in the conflict, tha t is, the argument between you and I, or anyone else, has no seemingly alternative in which to resolve the issue.

These are the facto rs; they are expensive, terrib ly expensive for this  country, to correct; it ’s going to cost billions of dollars, but I remind every citizen of this country that we spent $2 to $3 million 
per mile for a freeway. In  order  to get 1-75 from the top of this 
State  to the very bottom o f this country, it took billions of dollars.

Mr. Conyers. Well then, in terms of the over 50 pieces of legislation that  we have in front of us, Mr. Elwell, which, if any, do you support ?
Mr. Elwell. I am not familiar  with all 50 of them so I  couldn’t speak on all of them. If  you would give me the general category 

tha t you want me to talk about—but we’re talk ing about handguns , let me preface this answer th is way: I f we talk about handguns,  and 
we tie tha t to a solution to the  crime and homicides, then I cannot support any of them, because the fact both in this country and internationally  show clearly, clearly, t ha t there is no re lationsh ip between 
firearms control and the lack of homicide in a nation or a country r or a c ity or State.

Mr. Conyers. What would you advise this subcommittee to do then  ?
Mr. E lwell. On the issue of-----
Mr. Conyers. Firea rms regulation : tha t is the  subject of the hearings.
Mr. Elwell. Well, the House Judicia ry is really addressing itself to crime, and I have sensed the desperation or frustra tion  tha t you have had with try ing  to sort out  all of the different comments tha t 

have been made and try ing  to find out what can we do with han dguns tha t will help  the judic iary resolve the issue of escalating crime in this  country. You have been put, I 9ense, in an unfavorable posi
tion because you have been assigned a task to address yourself to handguns when i t won’t have anything  to do with it.
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Mr. Conyers. What do you suggest we do about it ?
Mr. Elwell. Well, I have, if you might allow me, to read the 

seven proposals tha t our group feels will have an effective impact 
on crime.

Mr. Conyers. Please  do.
Mr. Elwell. Thank you. I want to preface  it again, tha t when 

we spend the money for expressways and highways, when we spend 
$20 million put ting  sensors in the highways of the city of Detro it 
to detect whether  you have a traffic jam or not, that our priorit ies, 
on a social-consciousness basis, must be realined and if this country 
wants to do something about crime, sincerely wants to do something 
about crime, and homicide, then it must address itself to these gen
eral areas, and, even more specifically, di rect it, sir, to the repeater, 
because I have been ra ised on a farm,  I have sat and taken the  bad 
apple from the good apple and I have ended up with a bushel of 
good apples. If  t his society, in its consciousness, is not elevated to a 
level that  the apple  tha t has a small blemish, a small infrac tion of the 
rule, cannot be corrected, cannot be shown the bette r way, then to 
return all of those bad apples to society with nothing done-----

Mr. Conyers. Well, let’s talk  about people instead of apples, OK?
Mr. E lwell. All right .
Mr. Conyers. W hat  do you want to do with people who have not 

cooperated in our society or who are violators  ?
Mr. Elwell. May I read them and i t will come out in tha t point?
Mr. Conyers. A ll right .
Mr. Elwell. No. 1, to me, in itiate  stric ter enforcement of the ex

isting laws regarding both social behavior and criminal activities. 
Let’s make equal employment, open housing, and mandatory crim
inal penalties work the way we know it must work, and lip service 
is ju st not good enough.

No. 2, the churches of this Nation must get positively, affirmatively 
involved in destroying the crime b reeding grounds.

Mr. B arboza was kind enough to show the map tha t we have pro
duced and it shows a crime breeding  center. It  shows the socially de
prived area in which people live, obviously produce crime. And the 
more crime you have, the more frequency of crime you have, the 
more incidence in which rationa l action ceases and irrat iona l action 
could even result in homicides—will become.

Mr. Conyers. That was part of the point tha t the preceding wit
ness made, wasn’t it?

Mr. E lwell. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. Councilwoman Henderson.
Mr. Elwell. B ut my exception with the approach—the ultimate 

solution, we agree on the ultimate solution, I should say, but one of 
her immediate steps, which would be tremendously costly for this 
Nation, would be counterproductive in some areas of the employ
ment of those people, who are employed, who are losing the ir jobs 
on the rationale that  tha t is going to save lives and yet the data  shows 
it never will.
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Mr. Conyers. I ’m sorry, I don’t follow you. What point did she make about people losing jobs? She was for put ting  everybody to work.
Mr. Elwell. That’s right,  and here we’re hearing a great deal of evidence, tha t she included, that  the handguns and rifle manufacture rs should cease operating, will put a certain number out of work. We are talk ing about now creating unemployment at the same time. 

What are we creat ing it for? The facts show tha t there isn’t any benefit to be gained by eliminating firearms through controls or restrictions.
Mr. Conyers. Well, do you suppose tha t she would argue for  a full employment program but unemployment for gun manufacturer s and the ir employees?
Mr. E lwell. I  am sure not, sir.
Mr. Conyers. I would assume she would want them to have work, as well.
Mr. Elwell. Yes.
Mr. Conyers. The idea would be in another industry ?
Mr. Elwell. Th at’s right. Their skills, if they are applicable to anoth er indus try, and, as you can appreciate, some of  those are very finely skilled people in a very delicate balance of certain  delicate detailed parts.
Mr. Conyers. Of course, tha t would be unnecessary from your point  of view if gun proliferation and gun deaths are unrelated.
Mr. Elwell. Tha t is essentially— if I understand your question correctly, tha t we are talking about a moot point if my understanding of the facts are correct.
We are talking about a moot point. Pu ttin g people out of work is not going to solve this  situation. Put ting people to work will, and this  is what the seven points t ha t I would like to read to you entails.
I was talk ing about the church and civic minded organizations, the raising of social consciousness, and the fact that, we have to destroy the crime breeding grounds. They must attack  drug usage, alco

hol usage, immoral attitudes, pornography, substandard education, and race polariz ing attitudes to name a few. Race polariz ing at titudes are very important to  me.
This Nation needs some good old-fashioned religion, is what the bottom line o f tha t is.
Mr. Conyers. How do we go about getting that ?
Mr. Elwell. Well, we cannot have a Nation saying on one point tha t we want to do something about crime and homicide, and then walking merely away and saying let’s do  away with this  widget, if I could replace the number of guns with widget, and this is magically  going to destroy homicides, it just won’t. But  if the social consciousness o f our Nation is elevated, if we get back to the principle of religion, brotherhood,  if we get back to sincerely wanting to do 

something for the man who can’t do it for himself any longer on a temporary basis, if we get back to tha t, we will destroy crime.
Mr. Conyers. Now, we are through two of your seven points, righ t?
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Mr.  E lwell. Ye s; in iti at e impro veme nt of  police tr ai n in g an d 
poli ce eq uip men t to ins ure th at  ar re sts  are  based upon  th e most 
adv anc ed scientif ic tec hniqu es and solid  in fo rm at ion obtainab le.  Let ’s 
stop giving  the cr im inal  a way  ou t due  to sil ly tec hn ica lit ies  or  in 
accurat e evidence .

No. 4:  C on st ruct  new an d up da ted penal  in sti tu tio ns  th at  meet the 
sta nd ards  of  huma ne trea tm en t and liv ing con dit ion s dem anded by 
ou r socie ty. Pr es id en t Ford  no t too  lon g ago spoke on th is  issue 
an d he is absolute ly righ t.

Mr . Conyers. W ha t did he say  ?
Mr.  E lwell. He sa id  th at  the penal insti tu tio ns  mu st be up da ted,  

we mu st tr ea t the se peo ple  as hu man  beings , we mu st pro vid e the  
resources, th e education , the —well, le t’s p ut it  to the co nt ra ry , wh at 
the  Pres iden t was sayin g, th at a pri son cannot possibly be the best 
tr ai ni ng  groun d fo r crim e. We mu st have h um ane trea tm en t, the kind  
of  tre atm en t th a t you and I  wa nt  fo r eve ry human  being  an d it  
isn ’t the cr im inal  any more th an  anybody else, we wa nt  him  to be 
incarce rat ed  in a di recti on  which  is pro ductive . Putt in g  a person  
in  pri son , so man y peo ple  ove rloo k th e fact  th at  th at  is sup pos ed to 
be a re ha bi lit at ion proce ss. We  are not pu ni sh ing the man, th at  is 
an  animali sti c ap proa ch , I  feel , it ’s th at now he has the  op po rtu ni ty , 
sepa ra ted  fro m th e pre ssures  which  crea ted  the need  fo r the crim e, 
to un de rst an d some of  th e th ings  th at  caused him  to be mo tiv ate d 
an d to come back to a society , a new an d whole  person.

Ch air ma n C onyers. A ll rig ht . W e ha ve go t tw o more to  go.
Mr. E lwell . Seeking  ou t an d elec t or  pro mote fo r ap po in tm en t 

those pers ons  who will  be jud ges th at  are as concerned fo r the safe ty  
of the Am erican  publi c as the y are  fo r the righ ts  of  criminals. I t  is 
rid icu lou s to expect a soc iety  t o endure if  it  con sta nt ly releases cr im i
na ls back  to freedo m with  a high  expecta tio n th at  the y will  com mit  
an othe r crime. Th e F B I repo rt shows th at  76 perce nt of  the  kil ler s 
of  police officers were  prev iou sly  ar re ste d fo r serious cr ime s and  60 p er 
cen t of  the m were convicted of  those crimes. So th is  is the  comment 
th at  I made pre vio usly, you  cann ot  b rin g a man back wi th no cha nge 
in at tit ud e,  no chang e in envir onme nt,  no change in socia l pressu res , 
and expect him  to be my ste rio us ly chang ed him self.

Ch air man  Conyers. N ow, h ave you prese nte d thes e to  bodies othe r 
th an  th is  subc ommit tee  ?

Mr.  E lwell. Th is is th e fir st com mit tee of  th is  st at ur e th at  I  hav e 
had the  priv ile ge  to  spea k to.

Ch airm an  Conyers. T hen you  are  rel ati ve ly new—a rel ati ve ly new 
com mit tee?

Mr . E lwell . Yes, sir , in fac t, ou r fo rm at ion as a group, only 
occ urred 3 mo nth s ago. We were  wo rking  individu al ly  fo r 3 yea rs, 
and my un de rs tand ing of  those th ings  t ha t need to be done and  those 
th ings  th a t can  be done.

Mr . Conyers. H ow ma ny  person s are  in th e grou p othe r th an  the 
th ree g ent lem en th at h ave come wi th  you ?

Mr. E lwell. We ha ve  six  to tal.
Mr . Conyers. Do you l ive  in t he  ci ty  of D et ro it  ?
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Mr. E lwell. Not presently. I am in Farming ton Hills, Mich.
Mr. Conyers. Do any of your members live in the city of Detroit ?
Mr. Brock. At  the present time, I  don’t, bu t I spent 35 years here.

Now I  am in St. Clair Shores.
Mr. Conyers. You used to live in Detroit?
Mr. Lintz. No.
Mr. Conyers. You used to live in Detroit?
Mr. Mayne. 15 years.
Mr. Elwell. I hasten to add tha t I did live in Detroit and go to „Wayne State Univers ity for 10 years in night school to atta in my 

degree and I have been a semiresident during those full 10 years, of 
course.

Mr. Conyers. Suppose I yield now to council for  any questions «before we close ?
Mr. Elwell. I hate to inte rrup t, sir, bu t may I  complete the other  two?
Mr. Conyers. I  thought you had. I ’m sorry.
Mr. Elwell. I ’m sorry , too. I misled you by my interjecting other 

comments.
No. 6: Develop and employ the most scientific methods of re

habil itation of the convicted criminal so tha t he or she has every 
chance of returning  to society as a good citizen. I t is hard to believe 
tha t the best brains in this country cannot find more effective ways 
to do this without just turn ing  the criminal loose again. I t’s un
imaginable that the scientific Nation tha t we profess to be cannot do i t better.

No. 7: Develop an effective followup system so tha t the rehab ili
tated citizen is not merely returned to a society that has no desire 
or inclina tion to help him over the rough spots. Or make parole 
guidance a meaningful experience which enhances the wholesome 
training , education, and attitu des developed in our updated penal system.

May I make one more comment, sir, th at was involved, because it ’s 
so impor tant to me because there have been comments made about 
some of the sportsmen and what we want to do is blame the black 
people. This, to me, is a very relevant point in our presentation.  ♦

No one o f think ing intelligence can legitimate ly blame the black 
race in the city for the crime situation. The crime breeding ground 
breeds crime, and I mean white crime, yellow crime, red crime, or 
black crime, whoever is caught in the quagmire eventual ly becomes 
affected, eith er as a victim or as a  streetwise criminal. To perpetuate 
the idea that  making—taking  away the honest citizen’s handgun on 
some id iotic idea tha t the black people in the inner city don’t know 
how to control themselves, or can’t be trusted with personal protection, is pure racism.

Mr. Conyers. Do you know of people who projected the notion 
that , in terms of legislation, tha t guns of blacks should be taken 
away, as opposed to anybody else ?

Mr. Elwell. Attorney General Levi’s statement tha t he advocates 
a confiscation of firearms within the metropolitan centers as his
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answer to the crime of homicide handgun connection, is put ting  
your head completely in the sand.

Mr. Conyers. I thin k tha t is an appropr iate  answer to my ques
tion.

Mr. E lwell. T hank  you.
Mr. Conyers. Have you completed your  list?
Mr. Elwell. It  is complete.
Mr. Conyers. All right .
Let ’s have a few minutes of questions. I  recognize Mr Gekas first 

and then Mr. Barboza.
Mr. Gekas. Well, I want to compliment you on your very thought

ful statement. As you know, on both sides of the gun question there 
are people who let their emotions run away with them, and I have 
talked to people who lose control on both sides. I t’s very refreshing to 
have someone come and sit and tr y and reason.

There are a couple of things  about your statement  however, t ha t 
do disturb me. Fi rst  of all, I do think tha t there have been studies, 
for example, Professor Ziinring has done a series of studies from 
the University of Chicago Law School, th at show a relationship be
tween an increasing number  of  handguns and escalating handgun or 
firearm violence in the cities, there is a relationsh ip. I t may not be a 
causal relationsh ip, and I don’t thin k tha t very many people con
tend tha t guns, in and of themselves, cause crime, but there is a 
relationship, and-----

Mr. Elwell. I don’t agree with you, sir, in tha t comment, b ut are 
you repea ting what he said or  is tha t your conviction ?

Mr. Gekas. Well, the statistica l studies  seem to indicate-----
Mr. Elwell. This is what we have devoted our 3 years and 4 

years perhaps, to, is what  you want to make i t, but, t elling the whole 
story, what they have done has said tha t, yes, when more handguns 
are available, crime and homicide—homicide goes up. What they 
didn ’t say was that at the same time unarmed robberies went up 
at the same rate, armed robberies, forcible rape, assault with or 
withou t a weapon went up at the  same rate.

You are exactly r ight , i t’s not a causal relationsh ip.
Mr. Gekas. In your view, are criminals using handguns  in crimes 

more than  they did 10 years ago? Tha t there is an increased use of  
handgun in assaul ts in  the  cities?

Mr. Elwell. I  believe the re is, yes. I can’t give you the numbers. 
The percentages have gone up some—just to give you an idea, I be
lieve over the last 6 or 7 years, it was like 32 percent, now it’s 37 
percent, those are numbers tha t come to the top of my mind, in 
armed robberies. I think tha t is what  you probably are refe rring to.

Mr. Gekas. I think the number of armed robberies has just  gone 
out of sight in the last 10 years, and the percentage of handgun or 
firearm robberies has escalated up with it and I think the facts show 
it. You just go back and you look in metropolitan crime statistics , 
in effect, show it.

So you do agree tha t the crimina l is using the handgun as a tool 
of his trade?
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Mr. Elwell. To be completely accurate, the robberies have gone 
up by a tremendous amount, and tha t portion of the robberies tha t 
are committed as armed robberies have gone up in the same pro
portion, and, yes, we do see a small amount more of firearms being 
used in  those robberies.

Mr. Gekas. Le t me get to the point of what I am trying to ask 
you, the point is, do you gentlemen, as a group, and you, each indi
vidually, support the concept of attempting to prevent criminals 
from acquiring, in the first place, handguns?

Mr. Brock. May I shed some light on this?
Mr. Gekas. Please identify yourself.
Mr. Brock. I am George Brook.
Mr. Gekas. Mr. Brock.
Mr. Brock. I want to put something into perspective. The esti

mate today  is that there are 40 million handguns in this country. 
Last year there were 10,340 homicides with handguns. Let us suppose 
tha t each one of those homicides was with one handgun, no multiple 
killings. Now, I say 40 million to you, and your mind cannot grasp 
40 million, we don’t deal with such numbers, I say 10,340, your 
mind can grasp tha t. So let me put a mental picture-----

Mr. Gekas. I think the point you are trying to make, if I may 
characterize it , is tha t it’s a very, very small percentage of handguns 
alone.

Mr. Brock. But  a mental picture  tha t you will see and everybody 
will see. If  you imagine a  football field 300 feet long, everybody has 
seen a football field, i f you can imagine th at as 40 million.

Mr. Gekas. I would like to have my question answered.
Mr. Brock. How much of tha t would be involved in homicides? Less than one inch.
Now you would say, well, what about the other crimes, the rob

beries, so forth? Let me put the total picture in terms of this foot
ball field. There are 200 million firearms in this country,  tha t is 
double the number of registered automobiles, it ’s an enormous 
amount. How much o f tha t football field is involved in any serious crime a t all ?

Mr. Conyers. If  my friend will y ield-----
Mr. Brock. Six  inches.
Mr. Conyers. You know, that  is a hard thing to tell a mother whose 

child has been ripped off by somebody with a handgun tha t, sta 
tistically , tha t one person’s life is very infinitesimal compared to the total number of people tha t carry guns.

Mr. Brock. Please don’t misunderstand me. The problem is enormous.
Wha t I  am try ing  to show is th at  in the action you ul timate ly come 

up with, tha t you direct your efforts a t the 299i/2 feet rather  than at 
the 6 inches.

Mr. Gekas. Let me reask my question and direct it at the 299 feet, 
which you gentlemen represent , the bulk of the firearms-owning 
citizens in the United States  do not misuse the ir guns, they don’t, 
tha t’s a very important  statistic. Now, I ’m asking the 99.9 percent, as
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represented here by you, gun owners, whether or not you would sup
port  a legislative a ttempt to prevent criminals, people with—not just 
a criminal record, someone with a serious felony record, from acquir
ing a handgun, a handgun ?

Mr. Brock. We already have tha t.
Mr. Gekas. Did you support  it?
Mr. Brock. The law already exists.
Mr. Gekas. Do you support it on a national level, an effective law 

4 to prevent criminal acquisition of handguns?
Air. Elwell. Without being able to understand the provisions of 

the law, you’re asking essentially an unfair  question, sir. Of course, 
we want to not have criminals with guns, but I don’t want to have 

• crimina ls first and—and if I don’t have criminals first, I don’t have
armed criminals.

Mr. Gekas. But my point  is you’re always going to have a small 
segment in the society that is going to disobey the laws and my ques
tion is, as a concept, let’s not talk  abo rt specifics and I take your 
answer to be yes that you would-----

Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee is going to insist upon the lunch
eon recess from 12:30 to 1 :30 and I would ask you, the witnesses i f 
you are going to be able to  rejoin us at the beginning  of the aft er
noon session ?

Mr. E lwell. We certain ly will.
[The  prepared statement  of Mr. Elwell follows:]

Statement of Ronald E. Elwell, Coordinator, Research Committee on Crime 
and Gun Facts, Southfield, Mich.

Members  of the Com mit tee: It  is a great privil ege for  me to be able to speak 
to you abou t a ma tte r which has  occupied a gre at deal of my spare time in the  
pa st three  years. I hope that  I may provide  this  comm ittee with informa tion  
th at  will  ass ist  it in developing a fac tua l und ers tanding of the  crime problem 
in Detroit. Once the fac ts are  know n; once the real  und erly ing causes of the  
problem  are  identified, I have confidence that  thi s gre at city  and  gre at country  
of o urs  will be aide  to sharply  reduce  the crime and  homicide numbers.

To unders tand the crime problem and its root causes, the  members of this 
committe e must first clearly under stand what are  not  the causes. You have hea rd 
time and again  that  handguns, or the  easy ava ilabil ity  of handguns, are the  
cau se of homicides. You have hea rd naive, oversimpl istic, and  downright coun
terp rod uct ive  suggestions that  somehow Merlin's magic will  be perfo rmed  by 
the wand of the Fed era l Government when it bans  the  possession of all hand
guns, or all of the handgun ammunition.

The  fac ts show however, that  while  the numbers of weapons, including hand- 
-» guns, have been increasing,  the  number of homicides in Detroi t are  occu rring

at  a ra te  of  20% less tha n las t year.  The drama tic  decrease absolutely disproves 
the  simplist ic theory that  handgun ava ilabil ity  influences the  homicide rate. In 
fac t, handgun ava ilabil ity  cannot be shown, by any factua l, objective sta tis tic al 
rese arch , to be a primary fac tor  in increasing or decreasin g the homicide rate .

The re are  those who want you to believe th at  anyone who owns a handgun 
is a potenti al murderer of his own wife and family . The tru e fac ts from  the 
Michigan Sta te crime repo rt show that  fou r count ies—Genesee, Saginaw, Oak
land , and Wayne—account for around 86% of the  tota l Michigan  homicides. 
Ex hib it “A” of my repor t i llu str ate s this corr idor o f counties.

Is the re anyone  here  who thinks that  the families in the balance of the  Sta te 
don’t own handguns  and don’t have argumen ts?

The re are those who w’an t you to believe that  the  Metropol itan Detroi t are a 
is a hotbed of homicide, with  murderous tempers flaring all over the  area . The 
tru e fac ts from FB I, Michigan Sta te, and tri-county are a crime reports  show
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that  some citie s adjacent  to or near the Detro it City limi ts are  among the  fifty safest  cities in the  whole United  States.  Is the re anyone here that  believes people in Warren, Livonia, and Dearborn, Michigan don’t own handguns  or don’t have family arguments? Exhib it “B” of my repo rt illust rat es this  point.They want you to think that  78% of De tro it’s homicides occur in the home as a result  of arguments  between family , rela tives , and close friends. In  a yet to be published report prepared  by Commander Bannon of the  Detro it Police Department, and Doctor G. Marie Wilt of Wayne  Sta te Unive rsity, on September  26, 1973, and  titled “Contem porary  Trends in Detro it’s Homicides” they show th at  51% of the  homicides over a three-ye ar period occurred between strangers or people with  unknown, nebulous  and uniden tifiable rela tionships. They show that  only 8% were between marrie d or common-law individuals  and 8% were rela ted  to each other. (Pag e 19). I know what they did! ! They subtracte d the  number for stra ngers  (22% ) from 100% and got 78%, and tried  to tell you that  all those 78% were ju st  good old American fami lies unt il a han dgun came along. My greates t fea r about thi s whole gun subject is th at  thi s committee may allow itse lf to be brainwashed  by a lot of misinformation  or un tru thf ul sta tem ent s as some comm ittees and  notable people have alre ady  been.They try  to tell  you th at  the  vas t major ity  of the persons  doing the  killing, or the victim s of these  killers, are  just  plain  honest ups tanding citizens until something snaps . The tru th  about this  is documented in ano ther unpublished Detroit  Police Department rei>ort au thored by Commander Bannon and Dr. Marie  Wilt. They found in their  deta iled  study of homicides, titled “Comprehensive Analys is of Conflict-Mot ivated Homicides—Detro it, 1972” that  53% of all identified killers had prior mult iple crim inal  records and 36% of all victim s also had mult iple crim inal  records (page 13). Does that  sound like the  average American and  h is family to you?
There are  those  who would wan t you to believe that  banning  handguns will solve the  problem of homicides occurring  in places used for  living or sleeping, sometimes false ly described by those people as “homes”. The De tro it police repor t shows thi s is factually not tru e or even real istic . The report shows th at  almost 50% of these conflict-motivated homocides occurred with  weapons other than  the handgun. The  report says, “This var iat ion  may be explained by the tendency of persons who are  arguing or fighting to obtain whatev er weapon may be read ily avai lable in the ir efforts  to resolve the conflict. For  many, the re are  easily accessible handguns , but  when such is not the  case, kitchen knives,  hu nting rifles, or shotguns, or even such app arently  unlikely objects as barbecue fork s w ere substitute d” (page 19).
The report fu rthe r found th at  in 231 of 338 conflict-motiva ted 1972 homicides, tha t's 68% of  the time, gentlemen, leth al weapons were car ried  on the  person  of either the  pe rpetr ato r or victim as they arr ived at  the  ult imate  scene of the homicide (page 35).  And don’t he fooled into  thinking all those  letha l weapons were handguns  eith er. The da ta in the report show tha t handguns  were used in about 50% of these  argum ent-type homicides, not 100% as some would like  you to believe. I thin k that  thi s can best be summed up by quoting from the Detro it Police Department repo rt itself . “I t seems to thi s wr ite r th at  car ryin g a weapon around  on one’s person dur ing one’s daily  interactio ns with  othe rs reflects not only an assumption that  hos tilities will be encountered or th at  the re is a poten tia l for violence in these  inte rac tions, but  th at  one has  decided the  acceptable or necessary manner of deal ing with problematic social inte rac tions is to use leth al force .”
Here at  las t is one of the root causes of the  dra ma tic  rise in homicides since 1965. This  Detro it repo rt has found, as so many have found across the  Nation, that  when illegal or immoral behavior becomes more socially  acceptable, like drugs, alcohol, sexu al exposure,  or murder,  you get one hell of a lot  more of it  right now. When society allows the  moral support and  physical protectio n by its  churches and law enforcement  agencies to de ter iorate  to the  levels of today, it cannot be any  surprise to an inte lligent person  that  cer tain people somehow find i t acceptable and even necessary  to tak e ma tte rs into  their  own han ds and commit murder. I will leave it  up to you to find out why two very info rma tive  Detroit  Police Departm ent reports on the  subject of Detro it homicide  have never been publicly released by Po lice Chief  Tannian.What did thi s Detroi t police report identify as the real,  tru thfu l causes of homicides in Detro it?  I t found just  w hat our  group has found  in  our independent studies, and I qu ote: “Most imp ortant  of all  these cons idera tions , in thi s writ er ’s opinion, are  the fac tors  of unemployment, underemployment and  inadequate
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education . . . related to these are  problems of alcohol use and histories of con
flict.” Our group has found tha t the homicides in Detroit, and the vast majority 
of homicides in Michigan, 86’% you remember, are occurring because our society 
lias allowed the major population centers to become crime breeding grounds, 
where crime is a way of life, guns or no guns, and homicide an easy solution 
to a temporary social problem, regardless of what weapon is immediately 
available.

What then is the solution to our dilemma? I have seven positive steps which 
I will outline h ere:

1. Immediately init iate  stri cte r enforcement of the existing laws regarding 
both social behavior and criminal  activities. Let’s make equal employment, open 
housing, and mandatory criminal penalties work the way we know it must 
work—lip service is jus t not good enough.

2. The churches of this Nation must get positively, affirmatively involved in 
destroying the crime breeding grounds. They must attac k drug usage, alcohol 
usage, immoral attitudes, pornography, substandard education, and race polar
izing attitu des to name a few. This Nation needs some good old fashioned 
religion.

3. Initi ate improvement of police train ing and police equipment to ensure that  
arre sts are based upon the most advanced scientific techniques and solid in for
mation obtainable. Let’s stop giving the criminal a way out due to silly tech
nicalities or inaccurate  evidence.

4. Construct new and updated penal institu tions tha t meet the standards of 
humane treatment  and living conditions demanded by our society. President 
Ford supports t hat and he is right .

5. Seek out and elect or promote for appointment those persons who will be 
judges tha t are as concerned for the safety of the American public as they are 
for the rights of criminals. It is ridiculuos to expect a society to endure if it 
constantly releases criminals back to freedom with a high expectation tha t thdy 
will commit another crime. The FBI report shows tha t 76% of the killers of 
police officers were previously arres ted for serious crimes.

6. Develop and employ the most scientific methods of rehabilita tion of the 
convicted criminal so that he or she has every chance of returning to society as 
a good citizen. It is hard to believe tha t the best brains in this country cannot 
find more effective ways to do this without jus t turning the criminal loose.

7. Develop an effective follow-up system so tha t the rehabi litated  citizen is 
not merely returned to a society tha t has no desire or inclination to help him 
over the rough spots. Make parole guidance a meaningful experience which 
enhances the wholesome training, education, and attitudes developed in prison.

In closing, I would like to make two poin ts:
The first is best made by quoting Mr. Michael Franck, executive director of 

the State Bar of Michigan: “It  is always easy to conclude tha t a problem is 
so critical tha t constitu tional rights  must be abandoned to solve it. That’s the 
rallying cry of every movement towards a closed and controlled society. When 
we permit someone else’s constitu tional rights  to be curtailed today, we are 
paving the way for  our own const itutional rights to be taken from us tomorrow.”

I think any true American will subscribe to tha t and I certainly hope tha t 
this committee recognizes the gravity  of the fundamental issues before it.

The l ast point I would make is this. No one of thinking intelligence can legit
imately blame the black race in this city for the crime situation. The crime 
breeding ground breeds crime, white crime, yellow crime, red crime, or black 
crim e; whoever is caught in the quagmire eventually becomes affected either 
as a victim or as a street-wise criminal. To perpetuate the idea tha t taking 
away the honest citizen’s handgun on some idiotic idea tha t the black people 
in the inner city don’t know how to control themselves or can’t be trusted with 
personal protection is pure racism. Read Attorney General Levi’s recent state
ment on why he thinks guns should be taken away from the people and you 
will unders tand what I am saying and why I say it. The people who advocate 
confiscating citizen’s handguns are aimed directly at the black innercity  resi
dents most of all, and they are victims of innercity crime at least  80% of the 
time.

I feel it is time to drop the sham these anti-gun people are holding in fron t 
of the truth . Let us get down to the real problems and real solutions concern
ing crime and get off the back of the decent law-abiding citizen. He is tired of 
carrying the load of misdirected politicians.
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EXHIBIT A

1973 MU RDERS AND NON - NEG LIG ENT  HOM ICIDE S WITH AL L WEAPONS

FIG UR ES TAKEN FROM  UNIFOR M CRIME  RE PO RT , MICHIGAN ST AT E PO LICE
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Hom ic id e 
& Fir earm  Fa cts

RESEAR CH CO MM ITT EE  ON CRIME AND  GUN FA CT S 
P. 0 . Box 992 
Southfie ld, Michigan 48075

A lo ng  w it h  p u b li c  a w a r e n e s s  of  c r im e , s o m e  new s m e d ia , le g i s la to r s ,  and  s p e c ia l 
i n t e r e s t  g ro u p s  h av e  sh ow n a g r e a t  a m o u n t of  in t e r e s t  in  th e  gun  c o n tro l i s s u e . In  
th e  p r o c e s s  a  v a s t am o u n t of  in c o r r e c t  in fo rm a ti o n  h as  b e e n  p u b li sh e d  w h ic h  in  
tu r n  h a s  le d  th e  p u b li c  to  fo rm  a  v e r y  d i s to r t e d  p ic tu r e  o f th e  r e a l  s it u a ti o n .

T h is  r e p o r t  c o r r e c t s  th e  d is to r t io n  by  p o in ti n g  out f a c ts  w hic h  a r e  n o t g e n e ra ll y  
m a d e  kn ow n to  th e  p u b li c . L is te d  be lo w  a r e  th e  s o u r c e s  f ro m  w h ic h  th e  d a ta  w e re  
o b ta in ed . A ny  in t e r e s te d  c i ti z e n  ca n  r e q u e s t th e s e  s a m e  d o c u m e n ts  f r o m  th e  
r e s p e c t iv e  F e d e r a l ,  S ta te , o r  L o c a l a u th o r i t i e s . T he  m a te r i a l  c a m e  f ro m :

F B I U n if o rm  C r im e  R e p o rt
M ic h ig an  S ta te  P o l ic e /U n if o r m  C r im e  R e p o r t
N a ti o n a l S afe ty  C o u n c il
D e tr o it  P o li c e  A nnual H o m ic id e  R e p o r t 
D e tr o it  P o li c e  C a s e  D ra f t F il e s

A f te r  you h av e  re a d  th e f a c ts  p re s e n te d  H e re , you w il l co m e to  y o u r  ow n c o n c lu s io n  
c o n c e rn in g  p o s s ib le  s o lu ti o n s  o r  r e m e d ie s  f o r  th e  c r im e  p ro b le m . A ll  w e a s k  of  
you  is  to  a lw a y s  a p p ro a c h  th is  in fo rm a ti o n  on  an  u n em o ti o n a l and  u n s e n s a ti o n a l b a s i s  
an d  to  t e s t  y o u r  co n c lu s io n  w it h  th e  q u e s ti o n s :

1. D oes  m y s o lu ti o n  r e a l ly  hav e  th e  d e s i r e d  
im p a c t on  th e  r e a l  p ro b le m ?

2.  D oes  m y so lu ti o n  c r e a te  r e s p e c t  f o r  li fe  
an d  th e  la w  of o u r  s o c ie ty ?

W h a te v e r  y o u r  c o n c lu s io n s  a r e  go in g  to  b e , w h a te v e r  s o lu ti o n s  you p ro p o s e , ju s t  be  
s u r e  th a t yo u do  no t a c t c a s u a l ly  in  a  m a t te r  w h ic h  in v o lv es  y o u rs  an d  o th e r  p e o p le 's  
f re e d o m .
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A s M ic h a e l F r a n c k , E x e c u ti v e  D ir e c to r  o f th e  S ta te  B a r  of  M ic h ig an , so  a p tl y  p u t it :

" I t  is  a lw ay s  e a s y  to  c o n c lu d e  th a t a  p ro b le m  is  so  c r i t i c a l  th a t 
c o n s ti tu ti o n a l r ig h t s  m u s t be  a b a n d o n e d  to  s o lv e  i t.  T h a t 's  th e  
ra ll y in g  c r y  of e v e r y  m o v e m e n t to w a rd s  a c lo s e d  and  c o n tr o ll e d  
s o c ie ty . W hen  w e p e r m i t  so m e o n e  e l s e 's  c o n s ti tu ti o n a l r ig h t s  
to  be  c u r ta i l e d  to d a y , w e a r e  p av in g  th e  w ay  fo r  o u r ow n c o n 
s ti tu t io n a l  r ig h t s  to  b e  ta k e n  f r o m  us to m o r ro w . "

In  th e  o f f ic ia l d o c u m e n ts  th e  fo ll ow in g  f a c ts  w e re  fo und  ab o u t h o m ic id e s  w it h  a ll  
w eap o n s  - -  n o t j u s t  h an d g u n s!

Q. Ho w do  la r g e  c i t i e s  in  M ic h ig an  c o m p a re  to  l a r g e  c i t ie s  in  th e  r e s t  of  th e  USA  
w it h  r e s p e c t  to  h o m ic id e s ?

A. W ith  th e  e x c e p ti o n  of  D e tr o it  and  F li n t,  th e  r e m a in d e r  of  th e  M ic h ig an  c i t i e s  
a r e  in  th e  s a f e s t  25 % of  th e  n a ti o n .

Q. How  do  la r g e  M ic h ig a n  c i t i e s  c o m p a re  w it h  th e  o th e r  148  l a r g e  US c i t i e s ?

C o m p a r is o n  R a ti n g  
of C i t ie s  S a fe ty

N u m b e r of  M u rd e r s  and  
N o n -N e g li g e n t H o m ic id e s  
(W ith A ll  W eapons)

L iv o n ia  .......................... . 1 s t ( s a fe s t) 1
W a r r e n .......................... . 8 th 5
G ra n d  R ap id s  . . . . . 2 3 rd 9
L a n s in g  ......................... . 3 3 rd 7
D e a rb o rn  ..................... . 3 5th 6
F l i n t .............................. 12 9t h 45
D e t r o i t .......................... 14 5t h 601

(T h e s e  n u m b e rs  c a m e  f r o m  th e  1972  F B I U n if o rm  C r im e  R e p o r t.  )

Q.  I s  it  t r u e  th e  h o m ic id e  p ro b le m  is  lo c a l iz e d  in  D e tr o it , F li n t,  S ag in aw , an d 
P o n ti a c ?

A. T he  m a p  of  M ic h ig a n  (o n P a g e  7) sh o w s th e  19 73  h o m ic id e  n u m b e rs  fo r  a ll  
c o u n ti e s . O f a l l  c o u n ti e s , W ay ne, O a k la n d , G e n e s e e , an d  S ag in aw  C o u n ti e s  
sh ow  th e  h ig h e s t n u m b e rs  of  h o m ic id e s . I t is  t r u e  th a t th e s e  c o u n ti e s  a ls o  
h a v e  th e  h ig h e s t p o p u la ti o n  d e n s i t i e s .  H o w e v e r,  e v en  on  a p e r - c a p i t a  b a s is  
th e s e  a r e a s  h a v e  m u c h  h ig h e r  h o m ic id e  n u m b e rs  th a n  th e  r e s t  of  th e  s ta te .
If  one  s u b t r a c t s  t ro u b le  s p o ts  li k e  D e tr o it , F li n t,  P o n ti a c , H a z e l P a r k ,  E c o r s e  
and  H ig h la n d  P a r k  f r o m  th e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  c o u n ti e s , th e  h o m ic id e  n u m b e r  p e r  
10 0,  00 0 p e o p le  g o e s  dow n c o n s id e ra b ly .
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H o m ic id e s  p e r  100, 00 0 a n a ly z e d  a s  to  c o m p o sit io n !

G en esee : T o ta l C ou nt y:
F li n t O nl y:
C ounty  M in u s  F li n t:

11. 3 
23 . 0 

2. 0

O ak la nd : T o ta l C ounty :
H a z e l P a r k  O nly : 
P o n ti a c  O nly :
C ounty  M in u s  P o n ti a c  &

H a z e l P a r k :

4. 6 
15.  6 
25 . 0

1. 6

W ay ne : T o ta l Coun ty : 
D e tr o it  O nly : 
E c o rs e  O nly :
H ig h la nd  P a r k  O nl y:
C ounty  M in u s D e tr o it , E c o rs e , 

& H ig h la n d  P a rk ;

25 . 2 
36 . 0 
46 . 0 
34. 0 

4. 0

(I n c a s e s  w h e re  c it y  p o p u la ti o n s  a r e  l e s s  th an  100, 00 0 f ig u re s  h av e  b e e n  n o r m a li z e d  
to  r e p r e s e n t  a c i ty  of  10 0, 00 0.  )

Q.  W ou ld  a  ban  on  h an d g u n s  s o lv e  th e  h o m ic id e  p ro b le m s  of  D e tr o i t,  F li n t , P o n ti a c , 
S ag in aw , E c o r s e , H ig h la nd  P a r k  an d  H aze l P a r k ?

A. T h e re  is  no  s im p le  so lu ti o n  li k e  a b an  on  han d g u n s. In  o r d e r  to  fi nd  a  s o lu ti o n , 
one m u s t f i r s t  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  p ro b le m . T he h o m ic id e  p ro b le m  d o es  n o t e x is t 
th ro u g h o u t o u r  e n t i r e  s o c ie ty . I t e x is ts  o r  o r ig in a te s  w h e re  th e  e n v ir o n m e n t 
c o m b in e s  d ru g s , la c k  of  ed u c a ti o n , u n em p lo y m e n t,  d i s r e s p e c t  f o r  la w , li fe  and  
p r o p e r ty , p o v e r ty , la c k  of m o r a l s ,  an d la c k  of  s e lf  e s te e m . C o m m a n d e r  B annon  
o f th e  D e tr o it  P o li c e  D e p a r tm e n t fo und in  h is  tw o y e a r  s tu d ie s  o f D e tr o i t h o m ic id e s
th a t th e  p eo p le  in vo lv ed  a l l h av e  th e  s a m e  s o c ia l b a c k g ro u n d , in d ic a ti n g  th a t th e
h o m ic id e s  a r e  c a u s e d  by  fa c to r s  o th e r  th an  th e  m e r e  p r e s e n c e  of  a  gu n,  A b an
on  h andguns w ould  no t a d d r e s s  i t s e l f  to  th e r e a l  p ro b le m . I t w ould  not  have  an y 
e f fe c t in  an  e n v ir o n m e n t in  w h ic h  th e r e  i s  no  r e s p e c t  fo r  th e  la w  to  b eg in  w it h . I t 
w ou ld  only  r e a c h , u n ju s tl y , th e  la w -a b id in g  p e r s o n  who  i s  not in v o lv e d  in  th e  f i r s t  
p la c e . T he abo v e  f a c to r s  m u s t b e  a tt a c k e d  to g e th e r  w it h  s t r i c t  la w  e n fo rc e m e n t.

Q . W ha t abo u t th e  c o u r t s ?

A. T he  f o r m e r  A tt o rn e y  G e n e ra l , W. G.  Sax by , s a id , " C o u r ts  a n d  j u r i e s  a r e  a t fa u lt !  
O ne in  fi ve  g e ts  c a u g h t and  tw o  out of  one h u n d re d  go  to  th e  p e n i te n t ia r y . "

O ak la n d  C ounty  P r o s e c u ti n g  A tt o rn e y , L . B ro o k s  P a t t e r s o n , p ro v e d  th a t s t r i c t  
e n fo rc e m e n t of  e x is ti n g  la w s d o es  have  an  im p a c t on  c r im e .  W he n p u n is h m e n t 
f o r  d ru g  v io la ti o n s  b e c a m e  m o r e  c e r ta in , th e  n u m b e r  of  su ch  c r i m e s  d e f in it e ly  
w en t do wn.
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Q. W ha t abo u t d r u g s ?

A.  H e re  i s  a s ig n if ic a n t f a c to r  in  o u r  p ro b le m . B e fo re  d ru g s  b e c a m e  so  c o m m o n 
p la c e , th e r e  w a s  no  exp lo d in g  c r im e  p ro b le m  in  D e tr o it . D r.  W e rn e r  S p it z , th e 
W ayne C ounty  M e d ic a l E x a m in e r , w h o .b e c a u s e  of h is  o f f ic e ,p e r s o n a ll y  s e e s  each  
h o m ic id e  v ic ti m , s t a t e s ,  " T h e r e  i s  no  doub t in  m y  m in d  th a t 2 /3  (tw o th i r d s )  of  
th e  h o m ic id e s  in  D e tr o i t in  197 3 w e re  c o n n e c te d  in  one w ay  o r  a n o th e r  w it h  
n a r c o t i c s . "  T h a t m e a n s  2 /3  of th e  v ic t im s  c o m e  f ro m  a d r u g - c u l tu r e  e n v ir o n m e n t.  
T h is  s im p ly  i s  n o t th e  e n v ir o n m e n t in  w h ic h  th e  a v e ra g e  A m e r ic a n  li v e s .

*  Q. A re  th e  d ru g -g a n g  w a r s  in  D e tr o i t c o n tr ib u ti n g  to  th e  h o m ic id e  p r o b le m ?

A.  P a y  a tt e n ti o n  to  ho w  m any  t im e s  yo u r e a d  ab o u t m u r d e r s  in  D e tr o i t w h e re  th e  
v ic ti m s  a r e  sh o t in  th e  h ea d , h av e  th e i r  h an d s  ti e d  b e h in d  th e i r  b a c k s  an d  a r e  
fo und in  th e  t ru n k s  of  c a r s  o r  a r e  d u m p ed  in  v a c a n t b u il d in g s  and  f ie ld s . T h e se

•  a r e  g a n g la n d  s ty le  m u r d e r s .  B ann in g  an y  p a r t i c u l a r  w eapon  w il l n e v e r  p re v e n t
th e s e  h o m ic id e s .

Q.  S om e g ro u p s  c la im  th a t th e  m u r d e r s  a r e  c a u s e d  by  th e  a v a il a b i li ty  of  a  h andgun  
d u rin g  a fa m il y  a rg u m e n t in  th e  h om e.

A.  A r e c e n t s u rv e y  by  th e  L aw  E n fo rc e m e n t A s s is ta n c e  A d m in is t r a ti o n  (L E A A ) 
ex p lo d ed  th e  m y th  th a t p e r s o n a l  c r im e  o f v io le n c e  te n d s  to  b e  la r g e ly  fa m il y  
a f f a i r s . T he  LE A A  fo und th a t a b o u t 2 /3  of  su ch  c r i m e s  in v o lv e  c o n fro n ta ti o n s  
b e tw e e n  s t r a n g e r s .  (D e tr o i t N ew s,  J a n u a r y  9, 19 75 )

D r. S p it z , th e  W ayne C ounty  M e d ic a l E x a m in e r , s a id , " In  d o m e s ti c  m u r d e r s  
th e  a s s a i l a n t s  u s e  any  w eap o n  handy , an d  th e  n u m b e r  of  s la y in g s  w it h  k n iv e s , 
r i f l e s  and  sh o tg u n s  i s  a m p le  p ro o f  th a t in  th e  a b s e n c e  o f a  handgun  th e r e  a r e  
m a n y  o th e r  im m e d ia te ly  a v a il a b le  w eap o n s . "

T a b le  I on  P a g e  8,  i s  a  c o m p re h e n s iv e  c o m p il a ti o n  of th e  D e tr o it  h o m ic id e s  
of  19 72 . T h is  ta b le  sh ow s th e  s a m e  h o m ic id e  c o m p o s it io n  a s  i t  e x i s t s  to d a y .
I t sh o u ld  be  p o in te d  ou t th a t in  th is  ta b le  th e  t e r m  " F a m i ly "  i s  u s e d  w h e re  
p e o p le  h ad  li v e d  to g e th e r  fo r  so m e  p e r io d  of ti m e . M o st of th e s e  a r e  n o t f a m il ie s  
li k e  y o u rs . T he  t e r m  "A c q u a in ta n c e "  i s  u s e d  if  th e  v ic ti m  an d  th e  a s s a i l a n t  
knew  e a c h  o th e r , e v e n  if  th e y  m e t w it h in  h o u rs  on  th e  day  of  th e  h o m ic id e .
T h is  i s  o ft en  th e  c a s e  in  il le g a l  g a m b li n g  e s ta b l is h m e n ts  o r  " d o p e -p a d s " . T h e se  
p eo p le  a r e  n o t w h a t you w ou ld  r e f e r  to  a s  f r ie n d s . W he n th e y  g e t to g e th e r , th e y  
fe e l th r e a te n e d  a n d  th e r e f o r e  c a r r y  i l le g a l  guns!

Q.  Is  th e  handgun  th e  t r i g g e r in g  f a c to r  in  h o m ic id e s ?

A. T h e  m a p  of  D e tr o i t an d  th e  s u r ro u n d in g  s u b u rb s , P a g e  7, show s c l e a r ly  th a t th is  
c a n n o t b e  t r u e .  T h e  n u m b e rs  in  th e  s u b u rb s  r e p r e s e n t  th e i r  h o m ic id e s  in  19 72 .
T h e  f a c t th a t  h ig h  h o m ic id e  n u m b e r  a r e a s  a r e  r ig h t n ex t to  a r e a s  w it h o u t an y
h o m ic id e s  sh o w s th a t th e  c a u s e  ca n n o t b e  th e  p r e s e n c e  of  a  gun. I t i s  r e a s o n a b le  
to  s a y  th a t p eo p le  in  th e s e  h o m ic id e - f r e e  s u b u rb s  h av e  a b o u t th e  s a m e  n u m b e r  of  
guns  in  th e i r  p o s s e s s io n  a s  in  D e tr o i t.  T hey  to o  hav e  a g ru m e n ts  w it h  th e i r  f r ie n d s  
an d  fa m il y  m e m b e r s , b u t th e y  a ls o  h av e  r e s p e c t  fo r  li fe , p r o p e r ty  an d  la w .
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Q . W ho  i s  in v o lv ed  in  th e  k il li n g s ?

A . T he D e tr o i t N ew s c o n d u c te d  a  st u d y  of  673 f il e s  f ro m  th e  O ff ic e  of W ay ne C ounty  
M e d ic a l E x a m in e r , D r.  S p it z , w it h  th e s e  r e s u l t s :

80% of  th e  a s s a i l a n ts  a r e  b la c k .
80% of  th e  v ic ti m s  a r e  b la ck .
14% of  th e  v ic ti m s  a r e  w h it e  m a le .
3% of  th e  v ic ti m s  a r e  w h it e  fe m a le .
A bout o n e  of  e v e ry  6 s la y in g s  i s  ru le d  to  b e  ju s t i f ia b le  

h o m ic id e .

N ote  th a t th e  l a t t e r  s ta te m e n t i s  in  good a g re e m e n t w it h  th e  f in d in g s  in  T a b le  I,  P a g e  8.

C o n ce rn in g  th e  v e ry  h ig h  p e r c e n ta g e  of  b la c k s  in v o lv ed  in  h o m ic id e s , C o m m a n d e r  
B an non  of th e  D e tr o i t P o li c e  D e p a r tm e n t s ta te d  th a t " th e  s a m e  e n v ir o n m e n ta l 
in g re d ie n ts  g iv e  th e  s a m e  r e s u l t s  r e g a r d l e s s  of  r a c e .  I t ju s t  h a p p e n s  th a t in  
D e tr o i t th e s e  in g re d ie n ts  a r e  p re d o m in a n tl y  p r e s e n t  in  th e  b la c k  c o m m u n it y . "

Q. W hat ab o u t th e  gun a s  a m e a n s  fo r  s e lf - p r o te c ti o n ?

A . A d e ta il e d  e x a m in a ti o n  of th e  D e tr o i t P o li c e  r e c o r d s  sh ow s v e ry  c l e a r ly  th a t in  
19 72  in  m o re  th a n  100  c a s e s  a  handgun  w as  u s e d  in  s e lf  d e fe n s e  and  ju s ti f ia b le  
h o m ic id e s . T h i r ty - s ix  of  th e s e  w e re  by  p o li c e . T he  r e s t  w e re  c i ti z e n s  who  w e re  
le g a ll y  d efe nd in g  th e i r  li v e s  a n d  p ro p e r ty .

Q. I s  i t  t r u e  th a t th e  on ly  p u rp o s e  of  a  han dgun  is  to  k il l p eo p le ?

A . T h is  i s  no t tr u e .  O f th e  fo r ty  m il li o n  han dguns in  th is  c o u n tr y , an  e x t r e m e ly  sm a ll -  
p e r c e n ta g e  a r e  u s e d  in  c r im e . (A cco rd in g  to  US N ew s and  W o rld  R e p o r t,  3 4 /1 0 0 0  
of  1% !) T he  o v e rw h e lm in g  m a jo r i ty  of  han dguns a r e  u s e d  le g it im a te ly  fo r  t a r g e t  
sh o o ti n g , p li n k in g , hun ti ng , c o ll e c ti n g , p ro te c ti o n  o f li fe  an d  p r o p e r ty ,  p e s t c o n t ro l,  
e tc .

Q.  W hat ab o u t a c c id e n ts  w it h  g u n s ?

A. T he  b e s t a n s w e r  to  th is  q u e s ti o n  is  g iv en  by  a ta b le  p u b li sh e d  by  th e  N a ti o n a l 
S afe ty  C ou n c il  (1 974 E d it io n , A cc id en t F a c ts ) :

R a te  p e r  10 0,  00 0 P e o p leC a u s e  o f D ea th No . of  D eath s

M o to r V e h ic le s 55, 80 0 26 . 6
F a ll s 16, 90 0 8. 1
D ro w nin g  s 8, 700 4. 1
F i r e  & B u rn s 6, 40 0 3. 0
P o is o n s 3, 70 0 1. 8
S u ff o ca ti o n 2, 60 0 1. 2
F i r e a r m s  A cc id e n ts 2, 70 0 1. 3

(I nc lu d in g  h u n ti n g ,
* b

M e tr o p o li ta n  L if e  I n s u r a n c e  C om pany  s a y s , "H un ti ng  i s  s a f e r  th a n  - -  sw im m in g , 
f is h in g , b o a ti n g , fo o tb a ll , an d sk in -d iv in g . "

*



1077

- 6 -

F i r e a r m s  a c c id e n ts  in  th e  hom e (w ith  a l l f i r e a r m s )  i s  le s s  th a n  one  p e r s o n  p e r  
10 0,  00 0 p eo p le . T h e r e  is  le s s  c h a n c e  of b e in g  a c c id e n tl y  k il le d  by  a  f i r e a r m  
in  y o u r  h o m e  th a n  o f dy in g  by  s u ffo c a ti o n .

Q.  W hat handgun  c o n tro l la w s  do es  M ic h ig an  c u r r e n t ly  h a v e ?

A. M ic h ig an  h a s  had  s t r i c t  han dgun la w s  s in c e  19 27 . To p u r c h a s e  a h andgun , you  m u s t 
f il e  an  a p p li c a ti o n  w it h  y o u r  p o li c e  d e p a r tm e n t . Yo u a r e  f in g e r p r in te d  tw ic e . T he  
gun  i s  r e g i s t e r e d  w it h  th e S ta te  P o li c e . T he  s c re e n in g  by  th e  p o li c e  w il l p re v e n t 
u n a u th o r iz e d  p e r s o n s  f ro m  o b ta in in g  a p is to l le g a ll y .

G un  tr a n s p o r ta t io n  la w s  in  M ic h ig an  a r e  s t r i c t  fo r  a l l gu n s . To le g a ll y  t r a n s p o r t  
\ a  handgun , i t  m u s t b e  r e g i s t e r e d , un lo ad ed , c a s e d , lo c k e d  in  th e  tr u n k , o r  not

r e a d i ly  a v a il a b le . Yo u ca n n o t c a r r y  i t  in d i s c r im in a te ly  in  y o u r  c a r  b u t m u s t 
b e  c o m in g  o r  goin g  to  hun ti ng , t a r g e t  p r a c t ic e  o r  a r e p a i r  c e n te r .  You  m u s t 
h av e  a  v a li d  hun ti ng  li c e n s e  o r  m e m b e r s h ip  in  a sh o o ti n g  o rg a n iz a ti o n . S ta te  
la w  a ls o  m a k e s  i t  a  fe lo ny  to  c a r r y  a han dgun  c o n c e a le d  upon y o u r  p e r s o n  w it h o u t 
a  s p e c ia l p e r m i t  ($ 2,  50 0 fi ne  o r  m a x im u m  5 y e a r s ) .  T h e  p u r c h a s e  of g uns  by  m a il  
i s  il le g a l due  to  F e d e r a l  la w . I t i s  e s ti m a te d  th e r e  a r e  22 , 00 0 gun  la w s  on th e 
b o o k s  in  th e  USA. We  a l re a d y  h a v e  gun c o n tro l la w s! W ha t w e n e e d  i s  s t r i c t  
e n fo rc e m e n t of  th e s e  la w s .

• Q. How  ca n  th e  c r im e  p ro b le m  be  e f fe c ti v e ly  a tt a c k e d ?

A . T h e r e  a r e  tw o a p p ro a c h e s  n ee d ed :

1. T h e  im m e d ia te  s te p s  to  b e  ta k e n  a re :

A. S t r i c te r  e n fo rc e m e n t of  o u r  la w s
B. A d r a s t i c  re d u c ti o n  o f th e  u s e  of  p le a  b a rg a in in g
C. An en d to  e a r ly  p a r o le  b e c a u s e  of  good b e h a v io r
D. Im p o se  a  tw o y e a r  m a n d a to ry  ja i l  s e n te n c e  fo r  anyone  c o n v ic te d  of  

u s in g  a gu n in  th e  c o m m is s io n  of  a c r im e .

2 . T h e  lo n g e r  t e r m  s o lu ti o n s  a r e  no t e n t ir e ly  s e lf  ev id e n t b u t w ou ld  r e q u i r e  
c o n s id e r a b le  s tu dy  to  fi nd  th e  f in a l a n s w e r s  to  th e  c r im e  p ro b le m . O ne th in g  
i s  c e r ta in ;  w e m u s t change th e  c r im e  b re e d in g  e n v ir o n m e n t.  T h is  i s  w h e re  
e d u c a to r s  and  c h u rc h e s  m u s t g e t in v o lv ed . T he  v e ry  b a s ic  n e e d s  a r e  e d u c a ti o n , 
jo b  ta in in g , an d e c o n o m ic  o p p o rtu n it y . T h e se  in g re d ie n ts  w il l a u to m a t ic a l ly  
b r in g  th e  o th e r  e s s e n t i a ls  to  g iv e  c i ti z e n s  a  s ta k e  in  s o c ie ty , i.  e.  e m p lo y m e n t,  
d e c e n t h o u s in g , s e lf  e s te e m , e tc .

■* O u r ju d ic ia l s y s te m  is  p ro v e n  to  b e  in e f fe c ti v e . A th o ro u g h  in v e s t ig a t io n
m u s t b e  m ad e  to  id e n ti fy  th e p ro b le m  a r e a s  w it h in  th e  s y s te m  an d  im p le m e n t 
im p ro v e m e n ts .

W E M UST  ID E N T IF Y  AN D C O R R E C T  T H E  VER Y ROOTS O F  TH E C R IM E P R O B L E M , 
OR W E W IL L  N EV ER  SO LV E IT .



1078

19T1 MURDERS AND NON-NEGLIGENT HOMICIDES WITH ALL WEAPONS
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Mr. Conyers. We appreciate  your cooperation. Our o ther witnesses will be the  president  of the D etro it Bar  Association, attorney George Roumell, Dr. Emanuel Tanay , a professor of medicine at Wayne State University, and Harold Glassen of the Michigan Rifle & Pistol Association, and Dr. Chalapis , president of the Antique Arms Collectors’ Association of Michigan. The subcommittee s tands in recess.[Lunch recess.]
AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee will come to order. Our first *witness, this  afternoon, withou t inter fering w ith the continua tion of the Research Committee on Crime and Gun Facts, will be attorney George T. Roumell, Jr ., president of the Detro it Bar Association, wformerly a member of the Wayne County C ircuit Cour t and a person who has been associated with a number of importa nt activities around the city. His court is sitting and he must retu rn there to a matter of great importance to all Detroiters. Welcome.
TESTIMONY OF GEORGE T. ROUMELL, JR ., ESQ., PRES IDEN T,

DETRO IT BAR ASSOCIATION

Mr. Roumell. Thank you very much, Congressman. I t is always a pleasure to meet again with  somebody tha t has done such an outstand- ing iob  in representing Michigan in the  Halls of Congress.
The position tha t we have taken at the Detroit bar and that I have taken personally, is th is : We found tha t last year, in 1974, that 801 persons lost thei r lives as a result of gun wounds in the city of Detroit . We found tha t 70 percent of those persons were killed with handguns and a large  number of those persons were fights within the family and so forth. We feel th is is an incredible number  o f human lives to be lost under these circumstances. If  you will recall, Mr. Congressman, tha t at one time in the law we used to have trial by battle,  where the knights would go in and the best kn ight  would win and somebody would get killed. And as we became more civilized and as we became interested in progress, we decided to take our arguments to the court and I thin k tha t is the way arguments should be settled. I think  tha t the place for guns, handguns, and that is *what we are talking about, should be regulated in such a way that  these guns should be in the hands o f the military and in the hands of police officers under very strict regulations, to protect  the citizens of rour country, and of  Detroit.
We are suggesting tha t the approach be taken that  all handguns should be restricted in thei r sale and the manufacture of handguns should be restricted. We think  tha t importation of any handguns or gun par ts should be prohibited. We thin k there should be a restr iction and regulation of the  sale of ammunition, manufactured by both foreign and domestic sources. We believe tha t futu re sale of han dguns should  be restricted to only law enforcement officers or mili tary  personnel, but, even then, they should be under strict control and accountable for the use of those handguns  and—we mean tha t and underline th at  greatly.
We th ink  there should be an educational program in the requiring of licensing for all persons, inc luding military and police officers who carry  handguns, and  also collectors.
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We think tha t when regis tration is permitted, it  should be renew
able every 6 months, and we think tha t if you dry up the source of 
handguns, we th ink  this  would be effective regulation . And finally, 
and we thin k the most important possibility is requi ring the manu
facturers, themselves, to have, as well as the sellers, certain liability .

If  you recall, in the State of Michigan, those who sell alcoholic 
beverages to persons who are intoxica ted sometimes are liable as a 
result of the acts taken by those intoxica ted persons. This  is some-

* times called the Dram Shop Act. We realize th at  hav ing a dramshop- 
type liabili ty doesn’t bring back a human life, but it  does make the 
manufacturers  and the seller of guns very careful to whom they sell 
the guns, and we think this would be another part  of the overhaul

• legislation.
Now, we realize the re are some people in our country who are gun 

collectors and, perhaps, there may have to be some type of compromise 
in tha t area to protect th eir interest, but I think , primarily , tha t the 
source ought to be dried up because I think tha t the place for the 
use of firearms is in the milit ary and the police under stri ct controls, 
and that way all society is protected.

I have heard suggestions made tha t, well, the black marke t will 
still get the guns;  tha t is, those who are guilty  of heinous crimes 
will get the guns, but if the source is dried up, it becomes very di f
ficult to do this. And this  is the basic position tha t I am taking , 
and, again, Mr. Congressman, I do recognize tha t there are some 
interests tha t have some concern but I think, overall, we have to 
look at the overall effect on society. We do feel, and it ’s a tragedy, 
as I sometimes drive home, and I hear  on the radio tha t a man and 
wife or  brothe r and sister or cousins had a fight, and because there 
was a handgun in the home, somebody took to the handgun and a 
human life has been lost and I thin k that  is absolute tragedy. The 
only way to do i t is dry up the source. That is our basic position. I 
do have my s tatement prepared  for  the record, which I will pass on 
to your counsel. I than k you very much for this fine opportunity to 
appear here.

Mr. Conyers. Well, I  congratula te you and the bar association, Mr. 
President, for taking a very forward position in th is matter . I would 
hope th at there is a subcommittee, being either a present member of 
the Detroit Bar Association, or, a t least, a  past member. I  would like 
very much to have identified any committee within the association 

*» tha t may be working on this matter  so that we can focus i ts attent ion
on matters we have been try ing  to resolve. I t’s a difficult area, as are 
many other legislative areas, but there are two considerations that 
are part icularly  important to me. You have touched upon one and 
Councilwoman Erm a Henderson, testi fying here earlier,  mentioned 
it, as well, and that ’s the necessity of urban police departments and 
law enforcement agencies generally to provide a higher measure of 
protection than  is presently being afforded citizens in nonhigh  crime 
areas. Wil l they be afforded increasing protection from law enforce
ment agencies, so t ha t we will be able to win more support and rise 
above the necessity of people feeling tha t they must purchase and 
possess weapons fo r defensive reasons. That seems to me to be emerg
ing as a very critical consideration.

Next, I  suppose, is this web of complexities of how you get at the 
illegal traffic. A person buys a weapon out of the  channels, a fac t
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that ’s been clearly demonstra ted in these hearings. In  a State or city where there  are, indeed, stringent  regulations  concerning firearms, tha t more than often the laws are subverted by people buying weapons out of the regula r channels, failing to secure a permit,  and, of course, failin g to register. So the question is: How do we get at the illegal flow of handguns that may defeat even the most meaningful  laws? These, to me, are the two most imp ortan t considerations that come to my attention at th is time, t ha t I  would like to share  with  you.
Mr. Roumell. I agree with that , and th at is one of the reasons why we took a uniform law throughout the country so that  one State would not be, if I may use a very unlegal term, an easy place to get a gun. So i f you have a State such as Michigan who might have strict controls, but Ohio, I ’m not suggesting there, righ t down the road, does not have it, and it ’s only a 60-minute ride, that is the concern. If  you have a na tional piece of legislation, stric t controls, and stri ct controls so you can’t bring  the guns in from Canada or any other foreign source, I  th ink this would go a long way to helping with  th at problem, plus, perhaps,  strict fines and so forth.
Mr. Conyers. Do any of the counsels have questions ?Mr. Gekas. No.
Mr. Barboza. No questions.
Mr. Conyers. Well, it ’s because of the urgency of your responsibility  in  the courtroom, we are going to excuse you at this  time.
I would like to maintain as close a contact as possible with the committee working on this matter.
Mr. Roumell. We have what we call the  ad hoc committee working on this and it ’s a committee of a broad spectrum of our bar  and society, represen ting all elements and one thing we wanted to emphasize, we feel th is should be a statewide and nationwide effort. I t’s not an effort limited to Detroit. As a matte r of fact, we want to oppose that.  We want it nationally . We do agree, we have a very fine law enforcement, but even law enforcement needs accountabil ity because if the citizens know that, then, of course, they will perhaps more accept the regulation that  we are speaking of.
Mr. Conyers. Well said, and we welcome your presence here and your testimony has been very, very helpful. Thank you very much.Mr. Roumell. Thank you very much.

TESTIMONY  OF RONALD E. ELWE LL, COORDINATOR, RESEA RCH
COMMITT EE ON CRIME AND GUN FACTS,  ACCOMPANIED BY
HU BERT LINTZ— RESUMED

Mr. Conyers. May we have rejo ining us at the  witness tab le the  Research Committee on Crime and Gun Facts.
We are delighted to continue our discussion.
I thin k Counsel Gekas was in the process of enter taining a few questions.
Mr. Gekas. I  think  before we broke for lunch, we were discussing whether  or not you gentlemen would support legisla tion on a national level that would attempt—that  would pu t in place a system to prevent criminal acquisition of guns.
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As you know, there are a variety of general types of systems tha t 
have been suggested, and are before the subcommittee, two of which 
have to do with regist ration  and licensing. There are some b ills that  
go to long guns, but the more serious concentration is on the ones th at  
are directed against handguns. Wha t is your feeling as to registra tion 
and licensing of handguns—regis tration of handguns and licensing 
of handgun owners.

Mr. Elwell. Well, the na tional data,  and by nat ional,  I  mean those 
areas where this has been tr ied in Michigan, we have heard  th e tes ti
mony th at regis tration seemingly has not been effective in  the crime 
and criminal homicide.

New York, New York City, the Sullivan law, has been a complete 
flop and it has  gone fa r beyond what Michigan—it has included rifles 
and shotguns. It  has included handguns from some date, my recol
lection is, in 1918 or  1920; it  has shown to be not effective, and it  was 
balanced against rifles and shotguns in th e city of New York, and all 
tha t it has shown is tha t the homicides that are committed in New 
York are commit ted regardless  of the weapon, and regardless of reg
istration , regardless  of any ticke t o r any identification card.

The city of Toledo has an identification car system, which is the 
regist ration  of  the owner, and for a b rief time during this period of 
registration it was seemingly influencing the downward rate of han d
gun usage and homicides. The inform ation tha t is most recent is th at 
it’s essentially back where it was before, that the homicides, that 
tha t is the same now and the rate  is continuing upward.

Mr. Gekas. D o I take it from that that your position is that  you 
would not support regist ration  and licensing because, where locally 
tried, it ’s been ineffective ?

Mr. E lwell. Not only locally tr ied but  the  whole theory of licens
ing and registra tion is completely contrary to i ts purpose. I t’s taking 
those citizens who have demonstra ted a willingness to comply with 
the law and those citizens that are willing  to comply with the law 
are so really involved, total willingness to comply, it hasn’t asked, 
nor can it ask, and, in fact, incredib ly in Chicago, Ill., it must not 
ask the criminal to register his weapon. I ’m sure you are aware of 
tha t law and t ha t is an incredible turn of events, but  it says t ha t the 
criminal must not be required to  register.

Mr. Gekas. There are reasons for that.  Of course, any Fede ral sys
tem would be designed to require regist ration , not just  of the law- 
abiding citizen b ut of all people. One o f the purposes that  reg istra
tion and licensing can be designed for is to  prevent  persons—improper 
persons from going into stores  and buying guns. That is the way you 
do it. Now, it seems tha t—I thin k you are correct that  in some lo
calities where it ’s been tried  it has not been as effective at it  was 
thought i t would be, and, of course, one of the reasons for  th at  is that  
a good example of the reason for the failu re is given in a situat ion 
here in Detroi t, you know and I know and everyone knows that  
people only need go into Ohio to buy handguns and bring them into 
the De troit area.

Mr. Elwell. Illegally.
Mr. Gekas. Of course, but there is no way to stop it. Now, the 

problem is one of patchwork, and my question is whether or not 
you would suppor t a reasonable registra tion and licensing approach ?
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There  are a variety  of other approaches tha t I  would like to ask you about. If  I had time I thin k I would take you through each of them to ask you. A fter regist ration  and licensing, I jus t wanted to touch on one more, but whether or not you would support, as indi viduals, a registration and licensing system ?
Mr. E lwell. No. May I answer also why and very briefly i f I  can.Mr. Gekas. Sure.
Mr. Elwell. The regis tration and licensing in theory now cannot 

work, and, second, the enormous amount of money t ha t this  country, Aat a t ime when we so desperately need it , if our social consciousness is being raised, so desperately need this money, tha t we put it into a bunch of IBM files, a bunch of cards th at in New York and Michigan has not caught one criminal, not caught  one criminal  yet-----  *Mr. Barboza. D o you have statistics  on “not caught one criminal?”Isn ’t th at  a blanket statement you are making?
Mr. Elwell. New York State-----
Mr. Barboza. You’re chairman of the committee entitl ed Research Committee on Crime and Gun Facts, but I don’t have that  many facts.
Mr. Elwell. Well, I  just  gave you a fact, sir. What it is, is the New York  State Commission investigating the control of firearms in the year of about 1969 or 1970, did a review and found no convictions, no arres ts as a result of the mere registra tion program of the firearms.
Michigan, likewise, has not—and the Michigan State Police have, under Colonel Plan ts, who was the former head of the Michigan State Police, he has made the statement th at the regis tration program  in Michigan has not led them to the arrest of a person perp etra ting  a homicide.
Mr. Barboza. Would you submit that  information for the benefit of the record ?
Mr. Elwell. Yes, sir. I  will have to research. I don’t have it im

mediately available and I will do that , yes.
Mr. Gekas. On the apprehension of criminals, there  is, as you 

know, a type of registration in effect now. Under the Fede ral Law, 
if anyone goes into a licensed dealer, he is required to fill out form » 4473 which identifies the first retail purchaser. Now, that  is a de
centralized registration system, as you gentlemen know, because it  
allows you to trace weapons back from manufacturers through the distr ibutor to the  first reta il purchaser. *I am no t fami liar with your study here in Michigan, but the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firea rms has used this modified reg istrat ion system very effectively, and they received 33,000 trace requests from law enforcement agencies a year in Washing ton, and 
then, by a rudimentary telephonic system, they call and they do trace and I  just suggest to you tha t registration does have a valid effect.

Mr. E lwell. On the recovery of firearms?
Mr. Gekas. No. on the trac ing of the perpetrators of  crimes.
Mr. E lwell. Tha t is assuming the perpetrators used a registered firearm that was reported lost.
Mr. Gekas. Tt assists in the apprehension and the conviction of perpetrators of offenses with firearms, and I would suggest to you
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tha t you should study that , tha t those statistics are spread on our 
record and tha t system has been closely examined by us and proves 
the worth of a system of identification of firearms, and persons who 
purchase them in law enforcement activity .

Mr. E lwell. We have to separate  again what we are saying. I f  i t’s 
to trace the firearm, or to trace the succession of ownership to lead 
to an illegal tran sfe r of ownership of the  firearm, then that might be 
possible, but to trace the individual as it may be who pulled the

* trigger, and has walked, run, or got away, and to have only behind 
you a victim, and, perhaps, a bullet, tha t circumstance coupled with 
registra tion, th at  has not caught a criminal.

Mr. Gekas. Well, I  suggest that you are mistaken.
* Mr. Elwell. Bas ically you’re only working with the bullet.

Mr. Gekas. I suggest you examine the committee studies on that 
and you will find it does assist law enforcement.

Let me ask you another question on the other side of regulation . 
There are some bills before this subcommittee that would require the 
repeal of all Federal firearms laws. Do you support bills of tha t 
nature  ?

Mr. E lwell. We have never suppor ted a bill of that  nature, no.
Mr. Gekas. So, in other words, the cu rrent Federal  law, which does 

have a system of modified registration,  which does very severely reg 
ulate firearms dealers and prevents  interstate  mail orders, it has a 
long series of things, prevents  the priva te possession of machineguns, 
bazookas, unless they are registered, that law is suppor ted by you 
gentlemen ?

Mr. E lwell. Now, let me be careful again in my answer. If  it ’s 
the 1968 gun law tha t you’re refer ring  to-----

Mr. Gekas. That is what  I  am referr ing to.
Mr. E lwell. Then you’re talking about the whole tota lity  of wha t 

it deals with—bazookas, machineguns, anti tank weapons, hand gre
nades. Now, th at ’s ano ther issue here. What we’re talk ing about right 
here is whether  o r not the 1968 gun law, w ith all the administrative 
detail and cost, has ha d any effective at tenuation of the crime in  this 
country. The answer is, obviously, no. No thinkin g man, knowing the

„ facts, can sav that  since 1968, that  tha t law has been effective. I t ’s
been ineffective for a mvriad of obvious reasons.

Let me get one detail across. We have been talk ing about drying 
up the source of handguns. The last gentleman was very adamant

* about the fact  tha t his point was to dry  up .handgqns. We have 
talked about d rying up the manufacture, and tffat’is the way you dry 
up handguns.  No one, perhaps , has testified in fron t of this  committee 
to make it absolutely clear tha t a handgun is metal and perhaps a 
little  piece of wood, which can be manufactured surrep titiously as 
alcohol was manufactured surreptitiously during the prohib ition era, 
and i t showed to be so much of an increase in crime, so much a m oti
vator of crime, th at in desperation this Nation got out of prohibition.

Mr. Gekas. But the regulation of alcohol is very severely contro lled 
by a license and permit system, which you gentlemen apparently 
oppose.

Do you own an automobile ?
Mr. Elwell. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gekas. I s it legally registered with the State  of Michigan?
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Mr. E lwell. I  am no t sure about the word legally registered, b ut I, obviously, have registration plates on the automobile; yes, sir.Mr. Gekas. Do you have an ope rator’s license ?
Mr. E lwell. Yes, I  do.
Mr. Gekas. You’re familiar  with motor vehicle laws. There are persons who are  restricted from the purchase and operation of motor vehicles; isn’t that correct ?
Mr. Elwell. I have never been known—I am not aware tha t the law in Michigan prevents  you from purchasing an automobile. Operat ing the automobile on public highways is another matter.Mr. Gekas. Then let’s take operating the vehicle on public highways. There are limitations as to, for example, vision, age, there are a whole series of restrictions, minors are not permitted, 8-year-olds «are not permit ted to drive motor vehicles, and I wonder how you reconcile tha t sort of regulation of automobiles, which, admitted ly, does not eliminate all the accidental deaths, certainly , but it does, to some extent , reduce i t—how you can reconcile the obvious success and the wisdom of regist ration  and licensing of motor vehicles and then say tha t registration and licensing in the firearms, the handgun sense is ineffective?
Mr. Elwell. Let ’s ta lk about the effectiveness of that regist ration  and licensing program, which, I think with minor differences is probably pret ty well uniform across the Nation.
We, in 1974, recorded approximately 45,000 highway deaths, and if th at ’s success, then it seems to me that the Congress of this  country  has spent an awful lot of time try ing  to find a way to reduce tha t, desperately.
Mr. Gekas. Let me ask you whether  or not you thin k tha t the figure 45,000 would be higher i f we allowed a person with vision, people with vision deficiencies or 8-year-old kids to hop in a car and drive around ?
Mr. E lwell. I  see no difference in tha t and the res trictions fo r p ur chasing of firearms th at exist to this  very day.
Mr. Conyers. I would like to recognize counsel Maurice Barboza for a few moments more.
Mr. Barboza. Mr. Elwell, you indicated your committee has been in business or been working for  the past 3 years?
Mr. Elwell. Let me make it clear as to how i t happened. We are individuals working in our own in terest, I mean the interes t of getting  facts. *
Mr. Barboza. You haven’t been working together for the past  3 years?
Mr. E lwell. Not altogether for the  past 3 years.
Mr. Barboza. When did you begin compiling facts which would result in the man following page 9 of your testimony, exhibit  A?Mr. Elwell. The map, I believe, was 1973, so we did the data  approximately March 1974. That would be when the Michigan State Police Uniform Crime Report would have been published. I t’s usually about March.
Mr. Barboza. I s this the sum total of your research then, this document entit led-----
Mr. E lwell. No.
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Mr. Barboza. Do you have with  you here documents, published 
or otherwise, tha t would back up  some of the conclusions you reached 
in your statement?

Mr. E lwell. Well, the Uniform Crime Report-----
Mr. Barboza. I  don’t mean work of other  committees o r agencies, 

I mean your own work, research papers,  fo r example.
Mr. Elwell. Oh, I see. The output, the  research output  has been in

volved in this paper. This is one of the outputs.
Air. Barboza. It  is all here in these 9 pages?
Mr. E lwell. How can anyone say t ha t th eir intelligence on a mat

ter  is-----
Mr. Barboza. Can I read you a pa rt of your statement  then and 

* maybe we can get into some questions about it.
On page 2, the middle of the page :

There are  those who wa nt you to believe th at  anyone  who owns a handgun 
is a potentia l murde rer  of his own wife and  family. The true fac ts from the 
Michigan Sta te Crime Rep ort show that  fou r counties, Genesee, Saginaw, Oak
land, and Wayne, accou nt for  around  86% of the  tota l Michigan  homicides. Ex
hibit A of my r epo rt illus tra tes th is corr idor of  counties.

Air. E lwell. Th at’s right.
Air. Barboza. The next paragraph say s:
Is there anyone here  who thin ks th at  the  fam ilies in the  balan ce of the  Sta te 

don 't own handguns and don’t have argu men ts?
Aly question is, do you have any idea of how many handguns are 

owned in other parts  of Alichigan or in the city of Detroit?
Air. E lwell. Are  you talk ing about rela tive proport ion?
Air. Barboza. Have you attempted to determine handgun 

population  ?
Mr. Elwell. Again, if you are saying that  I  were to add, on my 

own, with  my own resources, own limited finances, go out and find 
an answer to tha t question, the obvious answer to tha t question, is no.

Mr. Barboza. You have made some very, very important statements 
here. You said there  is no relationship between the availability of  fire
arms and fi rearms homicides. AVhat I  would l ike to  know is in order  
to prove tha t whether or not you know how many handgun^ are 
presently in the possession of citizens of the Sta te of Alichigan out
side this four-county corridor , and I would also like to know, for 
the record, the names of these counties that  are listed on this  map, 
and I would like to know whether  you know how many handguns are 

* presently in private possession in the State of Alichigan in this cor
ridor. Can you give us tha t inform ation ?

Air. Elwell. No; because, obviously, the Alichigan State Police 
Department-----

Air. Barboza. Alost of your research has been from secondary 
sources ? You haven’t gone to the real sources, have you ?

Air. E lwell. AVhat would you suggest would be the real source?
Air. B arboza. If  I  were doing this kind of study,  I  would reach out 

into the hinterlands and find out who owns the handguns  and I would 
try  to project it, perhaps by a survey or going door to door.

Air. Elwell. I have a family, five children, and I coiddn’t pos
sibly, I  am devoted to raising those children  and I have a job. If  I
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have to question the veracity  of the Michigan State  Police Dep art
ment and their numbers, before I  proceed to formulate an opinion-----

Mr. Barboza. Wha t you have given us here in this document is merely a map indica ting the number of homicides and, I assume, 
counties in the State of Michigan. Tf we were to determine, or at
tempt to  determine, whether or not the statement th at you have made, 
tha t there is no relationship between the availabil ity of handguns and 
violence to be correct, then we would have to know, wouldn’t we, the 
number of handguns that  are owned by citizens in other  part s of Michigan and in the city of Detroit ?

Mr. E lwell. The  studies tha t have been made indicate that, contra ry  to some of the popular beliefs, tha t the preponderance, over 
50 percent, of the handguns  are owned by rural and not urban  resi
dents. T hat was a study very recently published. It  was published so recently that I haven’t got a copy of it, but tha t was an interesting 
government study. Perhaps one of the gentlemen here could help me on that .

Mr. Lintz. It  was the Gallup study. It  was published June 5 in the De troit News.
Mr. Barboza. Would you please repeat tha t again ?
Mr. Lintz. I said it was a Gallup Poll which was published in the Detroit News, i f I am not mistaken, it was June 5, and in that little  

article it was mentioned tha t most of the guns owned in  the United  States  are owned in the rural communities.
Mr. Barboza. I am not talk ing about all guns, I  am talking about 

handguns , I  am not talkin g about rifles and shotguns, only handguns.
Mr. Lintz. That  was not broken down into testimony.
Mr. Barboza. We have testimony here tha t the handgun is not a popu lar commodity in the rural  areas.
Mr. Lintz. I would disagree with  that simply from my experience.Mr. Barboza. Do any of you own handguns?
Mr. L intz. Yes.
Mr. Barboza. What do you use them for  ?
Mr. E lwell. Personal use.
Mr. Barboza. Why did you purchase  yours?
Mr.* E lwell. I have two target  weapons I used in competition 

when I  was in the Marine Corps Reserves, rifle and pistol team. I  do accompany, on a camping t rip , with  my family, a pistol.
Air. B arboza. I ’m sorry to interrupt  you, but in conclusion I think 

we should make it clear on the record tha t the statement tha t you made concerning the availability of handguns and violence is 
really not proven in the documents tha t you have provided  to the subcommittee.

Mr. Elwell. May I make tha t a lit tle clearer?Mr. Barboza. Yes.
Air. E lwell. And clar ify tha t, because tha t gets to the central issue of the credibil ity of people who are t rying honestly to bring to 

this  committee, as an example, the relevant facts involved in the  issue, 
and may I refer  you to exhibit  B, B of our paper, which follows the one that  you were talking about, and it indicates an area of metro
politan Detroi t, and it indicates tha t three towns, Livonia, Warren , which borders directly on Detroit, and Dearborn, which also borders 
directly  on Detroit, have had an awesome difference in the homicides.
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They are, in fact, w ithin the 25 safest towns of tha t size in the whole 
Nation , and tha t if we are to presuppose tha t handgun availab ility 
stops at 8 Mile Road, and tha t W arren  has no handguns,  or no argu
ments, I have over here in Farmington, which is a litt le area tha t 
has zero, I know a family tha t has a handgun and I know a family 
that  has once in awhile an argument, and tha t zero is there, but if 
we’re to use the rationale that  we don’t know, tha t there aren’t people 
in Livonia and Warren and Dearborn tha t have handguns,  and tha t

* these people—we were talking, if you recall, the prol iferat ion of 
handguns  into the metropolitan area, and these are in the metropol itan 
area. They are not the crime breeding ground. Society has not, for 
its own choice, alluded it to become the crime breeding ground, and

-  don’t misin terpre t what I say, tha t just  because Detro it has such a 
high  crime area, and because there are so many people of the black 
race living  in Detroit, tha t that is a damnation of Detro it, tha t is. 
a damnat ion of society.

Mr. B arboza. In  1965. Detroit had-----
Mr. Conyers. This will be your la st question, counsel.
Mr. Barboza. In 1974 Detroit had 714 homicides. Are you saying

that  the social problems that exist today d id not exist in 1965. Can we 
conclude tha t from your information?

Mr. E lwell. The social problems?
Mr. Barboza. Some of the problems tha t are now causing the  

prolifer ation of guns in our society, unemployment, and the others?
Mr. E lwell. Yes; I think  the answer is yes. The drug  prolifera tion,  

the narcotic, specifically, proliferation.
Mr. B arboza. So the gun is not the  problem ?
Mr. Elwell. No, it ’s the type of iceberg, if you want to take a 

look at that , of the total iceberg, ten-elevenths is underneath the  
water.  As long as we don’t look underneath  the water, if we look at 
the tip  of the iceberg, as long as we do tha t, we will get nowhere.

Mr. Conyers. I would recognize Mr. Gekas for one last question.
Mr. Gekas. You gentlemen, I  think, represent the reasonable and 

the best in firearms-owning people in the country and I would sug
gest to you tha t you should reconsider your position as to the rela-

4  tionship between handguns and crime and homicides because there is 
a problem in the major cities of our country, it ’s a crying  need and 
this subcommittee and the Congress and all reasonable Government 
officials need your assistance in drawing up some program directed

t again st the misuse of guns.
Mr. E lwell. May I  respond?
Mr. Gekas. Th at is—Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. Surely.
Mr. E lwell. Yes, we do. We support wholly the principle that  our 

coun try was founded on from its very beginning  and I realize there 
was some imperfec tions in how it was executed but, nonetheless, here  
we are and we are in a country tha t has based itse lf on the individual 
responsibility, individual responsibil ity and the performance of the 
indiv idual , whether it ’s a car licensing program, or is any other 
licensing program, i t’s the performance of the individua l, and we will 
support , and we have supported, and we are desperately trying to 
get more support for when you don’t use the handgun, the rifle, the 
bow and arrow, or the ball bat responsibly, when you use it for
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counterpurposes, th at you must recognize that you will be caught and the certainty of punishment  is there. Tha t is the way you deal with handguns, and if you need handgun legislation, the statistics across this  country and in this world, itself, support you wholeheartedly that  when you misperform, when you don’t assume the responsibility that every citizen has to have, then you will be subjected to sheer, swift punishment, not incarcerat ion for a year determin ing whether  or not you will go to tria l, let’s have the swift punishment  th at every man. woman, and child deserves in this country.Mr. Conyers. Well, it’s w ith some reluctance tha t I have to te rminate this par t of our hearings.  I  personally feel tha t it  should go on a little  bit longer but I would have to ask you to review with  us the body of informat ion t ha t we have compiled from other witnesses. We would appreciate  your continued contact with this subcommittee.Mr. E ewell. Thank you. '

Mr. Conyers. I am grat eful  for all of you being here this aft ernoon. Thank you very much.
Mr. E lwell. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.Mr. Conyers. 1 will call now Dr. Emanuel Tanay and Dr. Warren Wille.
Dr. Tanav is a Professor at the Wayne State University Medical School and Dr. Wille is the consulting psychiatris t a t Jackson Prison. Dr. Wille has worked for some 22 years with the Michigan Department of Corrections in a grea t number of areas. He is a fellow of the American Psychiatric Association.
Dr. Tanay has written and spoken on the subject of our hearings on many occasions, and we welcome both of you gentlemen to these hearings.
We appreciate  and acknowledge your preparation  in advance and your statements will  be made a part  of the record.That will permit  you to begin your discussion refe rring  to your statements  as you choose.
Which of you would prefer to begin?

TESTIMONY OF EMANUEL TANAY, M.D., PROFESSOR OF MEDICINE,
WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY, ACCOMPANIED BY WARREN S.
WIL LE,  M.D., CONSULTING PSYCHIATRIST, JACKSON PRISON
Dr. Tanay. I believe I  will be the one. My name is Emanuel Tanay, I am associate professor of psychiatry at Wayne State University, and I am delighted to present my views to this committee on the subject of gun control. I would prefer if we would be talk ing about homicide, and not—at least homicide control and not so much gun control, although I think  there is a real relationship between these two situations.
Inasmuch as I have submitted a statement. I  will not  read my statement. I  know tha t the  members of the committee have th at statement, and I would like, instead of tha t, to describe to the committee what I encounter in my work in terms of victims and perpetrators of homicide. I believe tha t it ’s pre tty well established tha t a great  major ity of perpe trators of homicide are individuals who have no previous police record, who are not criminals, who have killed some-
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one whom they love, or with whom they have a t least a good, close re 
lationship , and I think it behooves us to ask that  question, how does 
it come about that one human being kills another human being with 
whom he has a good, close re lationsh ip? Wh at happens? How come?

I thin k we understand very well, when a criminal  kills somebody 
whom he wants to rob, but how does i t come about tha t a husband 
kills a wife or tha t the wife kills a husband ?

In  my work w ith homicide offenders over the last, close to 20 years, 
led me to divide homicides into three categories, and I would like to 
describe them to the committee, with your indulgence.

There is a varie ty of behavior which we call, in psych iatry,  ego- 
syntonic, t ha t means behavior tha t is agreeable to the person, that  
is acceptable to the  person, behavior tha t the individual accepts and 
is proud of.

Then there is a form of behavior which the  individual considers not  
acceptable to him, which lie tries to disown, and we call that ego- 
dystonic, and then there is behavior that is deranged, psychotic.

Now, the same classification can be applied to homicides. When a 
policeman kills a criminal, he has done something that  he is—pa rt 
of his duties, he is proud of it, as a soldier kills an enemy, or a 
criminal kills a policeman, he probably might  talk  to his fellow 
criminals as a deed—as a job well done, or, let’s say, of a doctor who 
feels th at somebody suffers from an incurable disease, and should be 
helped today, and is given some medication, in fact, commits eu tha
nasia, if you will, tha t also would be acceptable to him. Now, thi s is 
one form of homicide.

Tha t form of homicide accounts, and statistics will vary,  for 20, 
maybe 30 percent of homicides or maybe less, depends on i f you take  
major metropolitan areas only in your statistic s or if you talk about 
the country as a whole.

But, be it as it may, no one disputes that it ’s something in the  
neighborhood tha t is egodvstonic form of homicide, th at  I call ego- 
dystonic, constitutes a major ity of homicides, or even if it doesn’t 
constitute the majority, no responsible person, who has done any 
study in this area,, will dispute the fact tha t at least 50 percent or 
more of homicides are committed by people who don't want  to kill, 
who don’t want to commit the act, and find themselves doing it.

Now, how does th at  come about? I think I need few more concepts 
to introduce to the committee here.

How does it come about, let's say, tha t Mr. Jones kills Mrs. Jones?  
If  you look into thei r lives you will find tha t they have had a very 
intense and what we call in psychiatry, sadomasochistic re lationship, 
there was a lot of tension between them over many years. Mr. Jones 
would be a person who was very law-abiding, hard-working , self- 
effacing, overcontrolled, who does not express aggression on a pay- 
as-you-go basis, he holds it  back. Eve ry so often he has an explosion; 
on those occasions he migh t h it his wife, he might throw a dish or, i f 
he has a gun  handy, he might shoot her. And I emphasize, he migh t, 
and, it really has to do not with the determination to kill her or the  
girl friend  or someone else, i t jus t happens. The circumstances con
spires, so to say, and bring  about this sudden explosion and death 
results.
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Now, i f that explosion occurs, when there is no effective weapon, somebody mentioned already a  baseball ba t or a fist or what not, true , there will be an attack, but the moment the individual engages in aggressive behavior, tha t disruption  of personality will cease. You see, they are going to pieces, as I  was trying to describe very briefly here, once there is a discharge of aggression, you will find the control,  the inner  controls are reestablished. The people I am talk ing about have explosive episodes, on many occasions, but death results not as frequently, although  it  will. People will kill with bare fists, bare hands, people will kill with  baseball bats, knives, whatever, but  the more effective the weapon is, the more likely it is that we will have a high rate of homicide.
Now, let me say tha t statistics are one th ing tha t we can all discuss, and I think they are overwhelming in terms of showing that  you have a direct relationship between the number of guns and the number  of homicides. Jus t across the river there, that you can see from this very room, there  is a city of 250,000 people, Windsor, which last year has had per 100,000, and it doesn’t make sense to talk  of homicide other than  as a rate, tha t c ity had, last year , four homicides per 100,000. The city of Detroit had 53 per 100,000. Wha t accounts for  the dispar ity, the gun ownership there is minimal. The gun ownership in this city is very high. Again, I don’t mean to  say t ha t if we diminish the number of guns, or minimize gun availab ility that we will have no homicide, we will have homicide, the question is only how many.
I t’s my opinion tha t if anyone is in terested in homicide prevention, it cannot be accomplished by any means other than  a drastic  reduction in the number of guns in circulation, and the one last point I want to make, there is a general confusion between crime and homicide. Obviously, committing homicide is a crime, but most homicides are not committed by criminals. Obviously, criminals, in pursuit of their criminal activities do kill, but most homicides are committed by law abiding people who do not want to kill anybody, and yet they find themselves killing somebody they love.I keep purposely my remarks short because I  would like to respond to any questions that either Congressman Conyers or  his counsel for the committee miffht have.
Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much.Dr. Wille, you have made a very excellent sta tement here tha t is, T suppose, quite complimentary to th at of Dr. Tanay  ?Dr. W ille. Yes.
Mr. Conyers. I would invite tha t you begin at this point, if you would. We will question you both again.Dr. Wille. All right . I would like to follow up one of Dr. Tana y’s statements with  some stat istics regarding  the g reat incidence of death from wounds committed by firearms as compared w ith other weapons. I th ink  it does fit into the discussion.
Many persons are apt to discount the importance of a gun in the home as being the final determ inant factor  in a homicide, saying tha t aft er all, butcher knives and other objects which could be used as lethal weapons are readily available in all homes. Al though every household numbers knives and hammers among its fu rnishings, blows from such instruments are much less frequent ly fatal than  wounds
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received from firearms. As pointed out in  the  staff repor t on firearms, 
Firea rms and Violence in American Life; U.S. Government Pr intin g 
Office 1968: “Firearms  make certain attacks possible tha t couldn’t oc
cur without  them . . . they permit attacks  at "reater  range and with  
greater concealment than other weapons . . . they also permit attacks 
by persons physically or psychologically unable to overpower thei r 
victim throu gh violent physical contact.” That same study  using 
data  taken from the police records at New York and Houston re
veals tha t an attack with a gun is 5 times more likely to resu lt in 
death than an attack with  a knife, the next most dangerous item.

I will skip over the rest of the  material in the paper to get to some 
research tha t I  carr ied out on 2,000 inmates in the State prison system 
of Michigan, whom I had personally examined who had been sen
tenced for committing homicides.

This study was completed in 1972 and published in 1974 by Warren 
Green Company in a book, Citizens Who Commit Murder. In  this  I 
recorded data  obtained from a random sample of 200 homicidal of
fenders. These cases were selected at random from a tota l of 2,000 
cases of homicidal offenders t ha t the author has examined over the 
years since 1953, while working for the Michigan depar tment  of 
corrections. There is some difference in the sample f rom inmates who 
came into prisons before 1960 and after that  date because of the 
greater incidence of stree t crime since then, but  to get to the main 
body of the material , of the 200 cases studied, there was some sort 
of very significant interaction between the perpetrator  and the vic
tim immediately before the act in 50 percent of the cases, and within 
3 days prio r to the act in another 16 percent of  the cases. I n this 66 
percent, the ready availab ility of a gun to the perpetrator  of the act 
had to be a  significant factor in the final, fata l outcome.

If  one omits from th is group the 48 murders which were committed 
as p art  of an armed robbery, where the victims were strangers  in all 
but  one instance, and th e 19 who were victims of sexual psychopaths, 
some star tling figures emerge. These would reveal that of the 149 
remaining murder victims, 31 were spouses, 23 were relatives other  
than  spouses, 62 were friends or acquaintances, and 17 were lovers. 
This represents 133 of the  148 victims. In  all of these cases, there  was 
some sort of significant interact ion immediately preceding, or in the 
several days preceding the homicide. These cases represent the most 
typical homicidal situation in this country as described by my col
league, I)r. Tanav.

These 149 homicides were most often the  end result of family qua r
rels, love triangles,  drunken arguments between friends, arguments 
over gambling debts, revenge, or recent threats to the life or integ rity  
of the assassin. And certainly these same events occur in all countries 
regardless of the number of firearms available, they occur in society.

As Toch points out in his book. Violent Men. the intens ity of a 
person’s violence varies with the extent to which his integrity has 
been compromised. Ultimately, violence arises because some person 
fed s tha t he must resort to a physical act, that  a problem he faces 
calls for a destructive solution. The problem a violent nerson perceives 
is ra rely the situation as we see it. but rather  some dilemma he feels 
he finds himself in. To understand violence, it is necessary to focus 
on the chain of interactions between aggressor and victim.
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In  doing my study of the 200 murderers, data  was not kept in itial ly 
on whether or not a gun was present  in the home, in the automobile, 
or otherwise readily available to the  perpetra tor. As I continued with the study I saw the value of collecting th is type of data. It  was collected on the last 123 of the 200 cases. Out of this group of cases the data  shows tha t in 81 instances, the gun was immediately avail able to the perpe trato r of the murder. And in another case the subject 
became extremely disturbed  on the day of the murder  about the actions of the  object of the  murder, went to  a nearby store and readily bought a gun without any difficulty. Thus, a gun was available at 
hand in 81 of 123 of the cases where this informat ion was collected, or 66 percent. Referring  back to the data  th at attacks with a gun are 
5 times more likely to resul t in death  than  an attack with a knife,  the next most dangerous item, we see here tha t there would likely have been only 16 homicides instead of 81 i f a gun had not been avail
able, which is an 80 percent decrease in the likelihood of fatal assault 
in the absence of availab ility of firearms during these quarrels. Projecting this  to a to tal of 2,000 murderers seen with a total of over 2,000 
victims, since some were multiple murders, it is shown that  at 1,300 people died unnecessarily, as a result of the readily available firearms at the time of the final action.

I  will not quote any fu rth er from the paper. I  will address my remarks to you. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. I thank you both, gentlemen, your papers are long and complicated and I am sure they can be made more available to anyone tha t is par ticipating  in these proceedings.
I notice that , Pr . IVille, th at on page 4 you raise a question tha t comes up extensively. You cite the National Commission on the 

Causes of Violence and the Preven tion of Violence, in terms of the statistics on the likelihood of someone actually using thei r weapon in defense of the ir home. If  you could just spend a few moments developing tha t notion, because we have talked about the fact  that it’s 
relatively rare  tha t people will be able to use the ir weapon in an ef
fective defensive w’ay and we have here some statistics  that  are, I think, related to this subject.

Dr. W ille. If  you wish, I will r ead from that page then.
In Detroit, from January 1904 through September 1908, seven residential burglars were shot and killed by the ir intended victims, an average of just  under two a year * * * when measured against the burglary rate, no more than two in a thousand burglaries in Detroit are foiled by shooting the  burg lar * * * while killings  by home robbers, a small portion of all homicides (two and three percent in Los Angeles and Detro it), home robbery when it occurs is far more dangerous than  home burglary. For example, from January 1964 through September 1968 in Detroit, seventeen victims died as a result  of home robberies, compared to three deaths of home burglary victims. Firearms  are of limited utili ty in defending against  home robbers because the robber is usually able to surprise  and overwhelm his victim. Detroit  reported three cases of the victim killing a home robber in five years. In Los Angeles, where about 1,000 home robberies were reported in 1967. eight home robbers were shot and killed from January 1967 to October 1968 * * * During 1967 more lives were lost in home firearm accidents in Detroit, specifically, 25, than were lost in home robbery and burglary  in four and a half years.
Than k you.
Mr. Conyers. So it shows that  we are dealing with a grea t deal of rationalizat ion in connection with the defensive aspect of owning firearms in an urban setting?
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Dr. Tanay. A firearm migh t not have a realistic value in terms of 
protection, as, obviously these figures show, however, obviously peo
ple acquire firearms for a good reason, that is, a good emotional 
reason: and what  is tha t reason ? I t gives them some reassurance, some 
symbolic reassurance. The fact  that it does not provide real protec 
tion from being burglarized is really of no significance.

These are only objective facts and they don’t rea lly persuade  any
body. Somebody who has a gun on his hip feels secure and th at  is all 
tha t counts to him, personally. And he is not  aware of the danger tha t 
is associated with the ownership of th at item. In  other words, he p ur 
chases minimal, if any, protection from realistic  danger but  he ac
quires a symbolic item that gives him a certain  sense of security. 
And it ’s—it’s my view th at if we’re—we should allow people to have 
symbolic items if  they do not represent a public health  hazard. A gun 
is a good symbol of masculinity, so are suspenders or beards, and 
there is very littl e risk, you know, with having the other items and 
considerable risk w ith having the  symbol of a gun.

Mr. Conyers. That security, real or imagined, though,  does b ring  
about, in fact, an increased danger to himself and to those around 
him ?

Dr. Tanay. Yes, however a person will not accept tha t because 
there are powerful emotional reasons working agains t that . You see, 
you can tell him t ill doomsday th at he is running a r isk of using the 
firearm in a fashion tha t he doesn’t intend to. See, nobody goes and 
buys a gun—no law abiding person buys a gun with an intention  of 
killing somebody he loves. If  you would ask anybody who purchases 
a gun, who do you intend to kill, his answer would be always some
body who is going to rob my family,  or somebody who is going to 
rape my wife or something of that  sort. That will be th e answer. I t 
will be an egosyntonic answer. li e  cannot tell you how he is going to 
use it  because lie doesn’t know that.  li e  will tell you, honestly, wha t 
his inten tions are. That is all he can tell you. I t ’s our duty, as society, 
however, to recognize the possible implications  of it, just similarly , 
we do not establish, let’s say, hygienic circumstances in a city, like 
sewers and all that , purely  by persuasion, some of tha t requires legis
lation, people will not—people don’t have the  foresight at all times to 
recognize what  is down the road.

Mr. Conyers. I s it not correct to say tha t more and more people 
are beginning to  examine these premises th at have been held so dearly 
and so expensively for so long, and t ha t large r numbers out of trag ic 
experience might be seen to be having some kind of positive effect in 
this direction?

Dr. Tanay. I  th ink so, and I am sure you’re aware of it, Congress
man Conyers, that since the 1930’s the majority of citizens of this 
country were in  favor  of gun control, of some form of gun control, 
however, tha t has not been translated into legislation because that  
major ity does not have a real emotional investment in the subject. I t 
always is assumed it never will happen to me, i t’s not significan t to 
me, i t’s significant to the next guy, and, therefore , I  don’t have to 
get too excited about it.

Mr. Conyers. Counsel.
Mr. Gekas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Would you want to say something?
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Dr. Wille. I  forgo t one very important thing in my remarks and that  is in talk ing to these thousands of criminals over the last  22 years, one of the most frequently abused sources of firearms to the crimina l are the collections of guns and cache of guns in citizens’ homes. The habi tual criminal would much rather  use a gun that  is stolen from someone’s home or from a store than  to  have one th at  he bought, himself, tha t is registered in his name, for the sake of concealment. The very wish of so many citizens to keep guns in the home for safety  becomes, in itself, a grea ter hazard  because this  is the favorite source of guns used by the professional criminal, to steal one from someone’s home.We all know tha t when homes are broken into, if there  are guns there, the gun is taken, whether  anything  else is or not, the gun is the most favored object stolen.Tragically , here in Jackson recently, there was a man who was a gun collector, who had 1,000 guns in his home. Word of this got around, you probably read about it in the paper, many of  them were antique firearms and were not usable and many of them were serviceable. Professionals came in there with a van in the middle of the night, tied him and his wife up, and made off with the whole collection. This is one of our problems with this country, we have innumerable collections like th is in private homes which then are bur glarized and the guns become the sources of actions by the criminal.  Than k you.

Dr. Tanat. Mav I add something to th is?I believe th at  the  easy availab ility of guns is really sort of a subsidy for the  criminal, aside f rom the  issue th at  I  have been discussing in terms of the family type of killings. This is a lmost a subsidy for  the criminal. He can get it easily, jus t very similar to the situat ion with  the photographers. Ju st because there are so many amateurs  who are using  photographic film, the professionals can buy film cheaply. Simi larly,  because there are so many amateurs who have guns, the criminals can acquire them very cheaply and, in a sense, I  thin k we would really be justified in saying*we subsidize the criminal.
Mr. Gekas. The prim ary focus of your grim remarks is to the inter- familial fights where the husband shoots the wife because there is a gun around, and the last remarks were directed at the professional criminal who uses the firearm as a tool in his business, which may be armed robbery or a variety  of things; it ’s the second class that I would like to ask some questions about, tha t is, the professional criminal, and ask whether or not, in your studies of offenders, you have isolated and studied the professional crimina l to determine things like, well, why did you go out an d get a gun?There is an easy answer to that : I  got the gun because it ’s an equalizer and I  can go in and hold up the drugstore.My question is whether or not there  have been any studies done of the professional criminal, the professional armed robber, as to  motivation. why he goes out to get the gun ?To digress a  bit, I don’t know i f you saw that NBC special called, “The Shooting Gallery Called America,” but there  was some very chilling behind-the-curtain testimony by some young professional criminals who made a business out of holding up supermarkets and
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they seemed to  be egosyntonic, if I may use tha t, in that the use of 
a weapon, in that  the superm arket holdup was acceptable to the ir 
inner goals and standards. Has work been done, psychiatrically, in 
tha t area ?

Dr. Wille. It  has been in a number of sources. To answer that  
question would take fa r more time than  you have here  because i t gets 
involved in  a sociological s tudy of criminals. There are a varie ty of 
these available in the litera ture. There is some reference to back
ground factors  in my book. I t’s not organized adequately  to cover 
tha t subject properly, from a research standpoint, because it  takes  
whole teams of people, very well funded,  to go and actual ly make 
home visit s and get valida ted records from the  family  rather tha n 
using the data subsequent from social histories as I  had  to do in most 
cases. There are  such studies.

Dr. Tanay. There has been, however, a change in this  regard, as 
far as use of  firearms by criminals. You know, it  used to be in the 
past, tha t many small-time criminals were not armed and, in fact,  
deliberately avoided having firearms because the penalty was h igher 
when you had a firearm in this kind of egosyntonic activity. They 
simply reflected upon it  and felt  tha t i t was less risk. However, in re
cent pas t th is has changed. In  fact, most of the criminals who engage 
in criminal activities, burg lary  or robbery are armed and tha t is a 
very trag ic development.

Mr. Conyers. Might I  just pick up on tha t. Let ’s examine why. The 
citizenry is arming increasingly  and the police are arming super 
increasingly. The question I wanted to introduce into this dialog is 
what impact does the  arming of the police have in terms of police 
now purchas ing a ll kinds of additional weapons, some semiautomatic, 
some long barre l—what impact does that have on the whole cycle?

Dr. Tanat. I t has a tremendous impact. A policeman now is very 
threatened. He knows when he gets into some crime in progress, 
he is likely to encounter someone who is armed. So he shoots too. Not 
too many questions asked. And vice versa. I t’s an ever-increasing 
escalation. So that  the criminal activities  have become much more 
vicious. In the past  you had, you were robbed, generally not hurt, if 
you surrendered your p roper ty. That is not the case any more because 
guns are involved, and there is a grea ter likelihood tha t, in such an 
interaction , somebody would be hurt . So that we have an overall esca
lation of violence on all levels.

Mr. Conyers. Now, how do we turn  it  back?
Dr. Tanay. There was one area that  was not touched upon. We 

might  be talk ing here about the escalating domestic violence, but 
this is a very insignificant contribu tion to the consciousness of our  
citizens. W hat we’re doing here today, by comparison, what  tonight 
will be done on television, where it will be shown---- -

Mr. Conyers. You mean there  will be less people watching this 
than will be watching all the TV shows in America this  evening?

Dr. T anay. I assure you of th at,  Congressman.
Mr. Conyers. Well, something must be done about t ha t right away.
Dr. T anay. You have to get a different sponsor.
Mr. Conyers. Have to see the FCC.
Dr. Tanay. The point  is tha t television  does carry a message. You 

resolve conflict by violence and guns, the good guys, the bad guys,
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they all have guns, so this is the best kind of advertis ing any manufac ture r could dream of. If  you wanted to merchandise a product of any kind, imagine how wonderful it would be if your adverti sing was not carried inbetween but in the content, the content, itself advertises your pr oduct; then you couldn't lose.JMr. Conyers. That is why gun manufacturers  seldom advertise?D r.  Tanay. They don’t need to. Why should they? The analogy to photography, the photographers do have to purchase advertis ing, wi th a gun they need none; it ’s all done free and very effectively.Mr. Gekas. I f I  might  pick up  on th at,  you know the influence of television on young people. People are always running down the media, and I certain ly don’t intend to do tha t this afternoon anyway, but  the influence of television on young people is a serious one, especially when you consider it in the ligh t of the  sociological research to  retu rn to what  we were discussing before; try  and tie it  altogether, in tha t there  seems to be a change in the kinds of offenders, both—especially in armed robbery and assault. There have been some studies done in  Chicago tha t suggest that  primary offenders now in violent  crimes with firearms are between the ages of 15 and 24, at leas t in the l ast 7 or 8 years, and tha t as th at group grows older and becomes between 25 and 36, they are being replaced in the younger brackets by a new group coming up to the ages of between 15 and 24; and it ’s terribly distu rbing  to find tha t out. This  is sociologically research. And I  was wondering whether  or not there has been any psych iatric research into the motivation of young people who are going out and ge tting  guns for whatever purpose?We had some brief testimony from some young people here yeste rd ay .
Dr. Wille. I  think it’s tied in with wha t Dr. Tanay  has already said  because these people, unlike the  other  generation, have grown up since age one seeing this  sort  of port raya l on television. I t ’s been part of the ir culture  for  hours of thei r day, every day of their life, that  they have watched television. People 40, 50 years old, didn’t have this sort,  anywhere near this much exposure to gunmanship as pa rt of their  culture  exposure when they were growing up during the ir format ive years, so I  see it as inevitable that there will be th is sort of  a reaction in this  generation of kids 15 to 28 years old.Mr. Gekas. I hope tha t in the next few years there will be some indep th studies, the kind of studies tha t were done on offenders who shot their wife or th eir cousin, or the wife has shot the h usband ; and focusing in on the new generation o f armed robbers th at we have, i t’s a terrib le thought tha t young people are turnin g to the handgun.Mr. Conyers. Thank you. Before I recognize Counsel Tim Har t for  one br ief question, it  just occurred to me, since you’re from Jack- son Prison , what  is the percentage of black inmates at tha t prison?Dr. Wille. It  changed gradua lly. I thin k tha t the present composition is around 72 percent. I can’t guaran tee that except it ’s an approximation . I t ’s probably within 2 percent of being correct.Mr. Conyers. Which direction is tha t figure moving, or is that a constant?

Dr. Wille. I t ’s moved up ward since I  first worked there in 1953.Mr.  Conyers. To wha t extent  are the psychological points that  both you gentlemen have been making acceptable in the world of govern-
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ment circles, crime commissions, LE AA organizations, civic organ iza
tions, among the executive, judiciary  and legislative branches, where 
the problem has to be ultimately addressed? Are these views becom
ing increasingly accepted? Are they well established or are you 
pioneers of some sort ?

Dr. Tanat. I believe they are well established. There is no great 
dispute among people who are working in the field, as to this  data.-

in regard  to acceptance by Government, I think it ’s some indica 
tion t ha t the major previous effort of Congress, I  forge t what  yea r i t 
was, the omnibus crime b ill, and there were 1,088 pages of testimony, 
I believe, tha t I  looked at, and not a single behavior scientist ; I ’m not  
talk ing even of psychiatrists , not a single behavioral scientist was 
asked of an opinion on th e subject. There was all this testimony, all 
these, and not one single witness from the field of behavioral sciences 
appeared before tha t committee, which I would have to say is not 
the case this time.

Mr. H art. In  the testimony this  subcommittee has taken, there are 
generally three general groups of persons who acquire firearms. The 
first group is the group who purchased them for legitimate recrea
tional uses; the second group is probably  the group tha t suffers the 
least psychological damage, those who acquire them to use in crime, 
or those who acquire them to sell to persons to use in crime, and 
then those in a g roup I am really concerned with, who acquire them 
primarily  for self-protection, either a real or imagined need, to pro
tect themselves from criminals or from other  types. Now, the prob
lem this  subcommittee faces in terms of try ing  to deal with the gun- 
control issue is what  to do prim arily  about the thi rd group—the  
citizen who lacks confidence in the ability of law enforcement to 
respond quickly and efficiently to protect him, and he who feels a 
real need to protec t him or herself in his business or her business o r 
residence from a criminal threa t. Now, psychologically, or as a 
psychologist, psychiatri st, how do we meet the needs of these people? 
Is it their education, is there anything that  can be done legislatively 
to allay the ir fears, or is the solution more academic than  that?

Dr. Tanat. F irs t of all, Mr. Ha rt, I thin k that the differentiation 
that you have proffered there, I would not  quite accept. I  would pro
vide a differentia tion in terms of people acquiring firearms, one, fo r 
criminal purposes; two, for any other purpose, because once the  gun 
is there, it carries with it  a certain risk unknown to the owner. You 
don’t know how it will be used, even though you are the person who 
might be using it at this  point in time, when you purchase it, you 
do not know to what use it will be put. So, you see, the danger is 
then, with the criminal,  we know, we don’t want  him to have it. 
Now, if he happens to be not law abiding, then he m ight get it any
way, and that’s one problem of law enforcement.

Now, the o ther group, the second group who will acquire it  in  good 
intention, I think with them we have to educate them, number one, 
we have to show them there is a certain risk tha t goes with the  
ownership of this par ticu lar item. In regard to fears about crime, 
obviously, ideally, if we could reduce crime drastically, we would 
eliminate some of the rationalizations for ownership of guns. I don’t 
think, however, i t would eliminate gun ownership, people would buy 
guns anyway because people have always bought guns. You see, the
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United States  has  had a long, long t radi tion of having guns and has always been in the forefront  of homicides. Long before we had this crime rate, the United States  had the highest liomicide rate of any western country in the world. Rather like between Dallas and London of 1 to 100. This existed a loim time before we had this recent crime wave. People will buy guns because guns have a certain mystique about them. There is something attractive about guns to any man. You know, you talk  to a lit tle boy and he wants to have a gun as an item of play. My little boy, you know, he is going around and pretending tha t he is shooting. I don’t advocate it to him but he does. Guns are attractive  and people will get them if they can. Now, the law abiding  person will not get it if it’s agains t the law because he is law abiding. The criminal will get it because he needs it. Therefore, I think, if you have gun legislation, meaningful gun legislation, that is, then the law abiding citizen will at least be protected from the danger of owning a gun. They will not be protected from the criminals, tha t can be done only by police and enforcement, law enforcement, and whatever other  means th at we need to insti tute to minimize crime.
Air. Conyers. Have you recommended what we ought to do in terms of addressing this historical problem ?Dr. Tanay. Aly recommendation, my recommendation is a drastic  reduction by whatever means that are possible, education, legislation, taxation, control on import—after all the United  S tates is a dumping  ground  for firearms from all over the world, export for mili tary  purposes, guns, and then the other countries re import i t and sell it  to our civilians. This has been an old scandal—any means tha t will reduce the number of guns in circulation, and I don’t care how it ’s done, this I would leave to those versed in the Government in terms of whatever possibilities there  are.
Air. Conyers. I am sure glad I got tha t obvious answer on the record before you left.
Air. Gekas. I must say I am surprised to hear that a psychiatrist  tha t has studied this  as you have and has as strong a recommendation that you have, has a son that  plays with cap guns.Dr. Tanay. He doesn’t play with a cap gun, he uses his finger, sir, or a stick. I  beg to differ with tha t. Over my dead body.Air. Gekas. Very good. I am glad we put tha t on the record too.One of  the cliches involved in the gun control debate is mandatory sentencing and from the standpoint tha t Dr. AVille and Dr. Tanay, you gentlemen have dealt with criminal offenders for quite a long time, and the obvious question comes up, concerning the deter rent value of mandatory sentencing. Now, to use the term of egosyntonic, which—or is it egodystonic, I think it ’s egodystonic, which means when the  husband gets mad, he loses control of himself, he grabs the gun and shoots his wife, it seems to me that a mandatory  sentencing provision would have little effect in tha t situation. I throw that out as a question which I  direct to you, and your views on that.Dr. AVille. I  was going to add tha t anyway as p art  of the answer to your question, it ’s a very complicated question, how do you cut- down on the amount of violence from firearms. I  t hink  tha t the congestion in the courts and the difficulty in obtaining convictions on known criminals with  firearms is bound to be pa rt of the problem.
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This isn’t the area of my expertise. I am sure t ha t people who work 
in the prosecutor’s office, the attorneys who work with the legal sys
tem would have much bette r inform ation than myself to tell you 
how many times they thin k that some dangerous criminal  goes back 
to the streets because of these problems. I don’t think that  is my 
area of expertise.

Mr. Gekas. The question is, in reviewing offenders, you have dealt  
with them a t the State prison, murderers and armed robbers and ego- 
dystonic killers and egosyntonic killers, the question is whether or 
not severe sentencing has a deterrent effect? Certain ly, tha t must be 
something tha t the psychiatr ist at Jackson State must study.

Dr. W ille. I  th ink  that if they do get sentenced, and get in  prison, 
it certainly  has a deterrent  effect while they are there, but many of 
them don’t get in. I  don’t think there is very much rela tionship,  from 
my own personal observation, which means the length of the sen
tence and deterrents because these people are very much psychologi
cally disturbed people, as f ar  as I  am concerned. T heir lif e scr ipt, for 
example, to use a popular term nowadays, is to be “ Peck’s bad boy,” 
to be either a loser and end up in prison, or it ’s to do something 
bad like the father  did. The fath er may have been a fath er who 
served time in prison and they are following a family  script. They 
may be doing i t f or payoff from the notoriety after the apprehension, 
and I feel tha t is a factor in the well-known person who recently 
had escaped from prison by the hijacked helicopter. I  am sure, from 
my observations, in the attacks tha t he has gotten since the  time of 
his apprehension, t ha t he is feeling ins ide th at  he is vindicated eithe r 
way. I f he gets away with it, and succeeds in  the attempt, of course, 
he is going to revel in all the public ity he gets in the paper. If  he 
gets caught and gets sent to prison—and I  think there is a psychologi
cal need in him to be caught  and punished, but  many of these people 
have a need to be caugh t and punished. They commit the crime in 
such a way to make sure. I  th ink  tha t is true of him. His  v indication 
is now that, “I  d idn’t do a nyth ing really bad; I didn’t hurt anyone; 
and now those so and so’s are going to give me al l this time.”

Mr. Gekas. There is a dis turbing implication from tha t; that is, our 
criminal class cannot be deter red from the commission of offenses?

Dr. Tanat. I thin k you have been asking in regard to egosyntonic 
and egodystonic.

Mr. Gekas. Right.
Dr. Tanat. Obviously, in tha t kind of instance, the sentence or 

death penalty  or what  not has no significance because the person does 
not reflect.

Mr. Gekas. He loses control?
Dr. Tanat. He does not  reflect upon it at tha t moment, I  will or

will not kil l my wife because the  death penalty is such here o r I  will
not. In  the case of a criminal, however, I  think in some instances, it
certainly does play a role provided tha t the individual is not driven
by psychological forces to be a criminal. There are some people who
are driven to be lifelong criminals and we have no means of changing © © ©
them.

Mr. Gekas. Dr. Wille, from his comments, seemed to indicate,  
without using  any figures that a substantia l portion of those in Jack - 
son prison, the incarcera ted people there, are unde terred.
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Dr. Tanay. I  would not disagree with th at.Mr. Gekas. So then mandatory—from a psychiatric point  of view then, mandatory  sentence is—is a cliche indeed and it is meaningless?Dr. Tanay. I  don’t know i f you say mandatory. I think it  should, in a ra tional approach to it, in my judgment, you would evaluate the person and not the act. Keep in mind tha t our system goes by the act. If  you commit a certain act, then almost automatic, within  a range, there  is a certain sentence attached to it. Now, there are people wdio we know in advance, they will engage in repetitive criminal  behavior, and they also get these sentences for a brief  period of time, or long period o f time, then they go out  in the st reet again.I refe r you only to the case of Mr. Manson, which is maybe one dramatic example, who begged to be le ft in prison, but  there was no means of keeping him there, because the sentence expired and he had to be put  in the street, and 30 people had to die before he got back in prison.
Mr. Conyers. Did you say most of the people in Jackson are undeterra  ble?
Dr. W ille. I don’t believe I made the  statement.Mr. Gekas. It  was a characterization.Mr. Conyers. I want  to develop tha t a l ittle  bit.Dr. Wille. I would like to comment on that. You have opened a “Pando ra’s Box” here, but anyone who seriously reviews penalogy, the system of how the offender is handled once incarcera ted in this  country  will come up with the undeniable facts that most of them, I don’t know what the exact figures are, b ut the majority are not reformed by the experience. Many cynics say, well, therefore, the whole system is worthless, whatever. Actually, the re are very few adequately staffed, adequately programed treatm ent programs going on in pris ons. I have worked in one small one and I know many of the  people in the United  States  who do work in this field, it’s a small group. There are very few programs in prisons with adequate funding , adequate personnel, without a rapid turnover of personnel where you can treat people over a long time.
In  a few cases, where it’s happened, I  would say these are practical-  like research type cases, they have come up with much bette r results showing, I think,  that you can do something i f you p ut enough time and effort into it but the costs are great. There is not tha t kind of money and the public isn’t really tha t sympathet ic toward  criminals to see tha t we spend tha t kind of money at this point in time. I t’s another problem.
Mr. Conyers. What is the recidivist rate at your insti tution?Dr. Wille. I  don’t know frankly what the rate  is at present. The overall nationa l average used to be 65 percent. I  don’t know how it deviates from that.
Mr. Conyers. So that under these very adverse conditions tha t you describe, you have somewhere from 60 to 70 percent recidivist rate. It  would seem that, perhaps, 30 percent or more of the people tha t are incarcerated would be misrepresented by the statement that they are undeterrable . They are undeterrable even with these woefully inadequate opportunities  tha t are available?Dr. W ille. I  will agree w ith you th at-----
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Mr. Conyers. Now, if there  were meaningful programs in which re
habil itation was sincerely undertaken, th at comes under  much more— 
more and more the system of penalogy which we have now, would no t 
be finishing schools fo r crime. A person may come out far  more ant i
social than  when he was committed by recorders court X  number of 
years earlier. It  would seem to me highly questionable, then, to sug
gest th at those persons incarcerated, much less all of them, would be 
undeterrable under these circumstances?

Dr. Wille. I  am very interested in your remarks  and I don’t d is
agree with them. I feel that some people are deterred by the experi
ence. In my study I  at tempted to make an evaluation of the  character  
structu re of the person, based upon whether they had a functioning 
conscience, but not an overly strong  one, so that they had to keep 
going back, but those with a functional one, are deterred, they feel 
very much embarrassed and guilty  and regretful of the experience 
during incarcerat ion and if they don’t have too many problems in 
gettin g star ted again when they get out, they are much less apt  to 
commit the crime th an the person t ha t’s egosyntonic and growing up 
in the family situation .

Mr. Conyers. I am having real trouble on this point, Doctor. 
You raise the question of who has a functional conscience inside the 
prison walls. W hat if you conducted the tests outside of the prison 
walls, would you find a lo t of people who have never been convicted 
who would flunk tha t kind of test?

Dr. W ille. Absolutely.
Mr. Conyers. Let’s stop on that note. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statements of Dr. Tanay and Dr. Wille follow:]

S tate m ent of  E m an u el  T a n a y , M.D., A ss ocia te  P ro fe ssor  of  P sy c h ia tr y , 
W a yn e  Sta te  U n iv er si ty

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Emanuel Tanay, 
M.D. I am an Associate Professor of Psych iatry at Wayne State University. I 
am grateful for the opportunity to present  my views to the distinguished mem
bers of this Committee.

I will discuss homicide, but I will not mention political assassinations. I will 
not take into account killings related  to drug wars or, for tliat matter , killings 
related to any wars. I will not make reference to murders committed in pursu it 
of bank robbery or any murder for profit. I will focus upon the remaining homi
cides which occur between people who know each other and /or  love each other. 
I do not claim tha t my comments are applicable to all homicides; they merely 
have validity in rela tion to eighty percent of them.

Most homicides occur between people who have an intense emotional rela
tionship. Homicide, so to say, is an affair of the heart. If homicides were an 
affair of money, bankers would be the most common victims. If homicides were 
related to property, rich people would be most likely to get killed. If homicides 
were related to political differences, being murdered would become an occupa
tional hazard of being a politician. None of these are true in significant num
ber. Bankers do get killed occasionally. Rich people are murdered at times in 
robberies. Some politicians have been assassinated. However, for every banker  
murdered there are thousands of wives killed by their husbands. There  are many 
more husbands killed by thei r wives than rich people killed by robbers. There 
are more children killed by thei r mothers than politicians killed by political 
assassins. Murder is, indeed, a family affair, because family members love and 
hate each other and, therefore, have a need to be aggressive with one another.

Hoes this mean tha t our ever-increasing murder rate  is inevitable? The an
swer is yes and no—what  else would you expect from a psychiatrist  as an an
swer? A certain number of homicides are inevitable. Ever since Cain killed

52 -5 57 — 75— pt. 3----- 15
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Able family members have killed  each other , and will do so for  a long time to come. A pliysician-poet w rites :

‘‘To love, to honor, to obey Tra de your  cap for a purple  crown I pronounce you Man and Death today  The honeymoon’s in Middletown.”
—W. Butte rfield , M.D.(J.A.M.A., 19G8, 204 :1, p. 124)Man and  wife does rela tive ly often turn  out to be Man and Death instead.A cer tain level of homicides is inevi table , but it need not be forever increasing. Prev ention dees not mean tot al elimination but  a signif icant reduction  in incidence.

Confronted with  the problem of homicide, society tur ns  to lawy ers and  policemen for  answers. This  is based upon an unfortunate  misunde rstanding, and is sim ilar to an effort to obtain a solut ion of a deadly disease  by ask ing the und ertakers . Han dlin g the victims of homicide does not provide a basis for  the  prevention of homicide.
Prevention  of homicide requi res, in my opinion, an acceptance of homicide as a na tural phenomenon. People will alwa ys kill people. The issue is not whe ther  the re will be homicides, but  bow many homicides. People will kill  with knives, stones, bare hands , poison, etc., etc. Ineffective means  at the  disposal of the  population for inflic ting dea th will produce few homicides. Effective leth al tools will produce many homicides. If homicide  would be comm itted prim arily by people who are determined to kill, it would not matt er  whethe r or not we have gun control legislat ion.The approach  to homicide in the United Sta tes has been dominate d by the “ro tten  app le” theory. This  approach  is a na tural by-product of the  fac t that  we have entrusted homicide prevention exclusively to lawyers  and law enforcement. The proponents of the  “rot ten apple” approach  say:  “Tak e the  guns out of the hands of criminal elements, the  sick, the narcoti c addic t, and  we will be reducing d ras tically the homicide ra te .” No one seems to want to know whe ther  or not the  crim inal element, the sick, the narc otic  addicts  are  responsible for  a signif icant  number of homicides. The info rmation  on thi s issue  is easily avai lable and, in fact , is common knowledge. We avoid thi s info rma tion  because  the  universali ty of murderous  wishes are  as repugnant as they  are  real. The emotional need to ignore  the da ta on homicide is powerful and  usua lly immune to logic. The hope for  univ ersa l acceptance of scientific da ta is utopian, ther efore, legis lation on the su bjec t is the only hope.No one voted on the efficacy of sewage systems for the prevention of typhoid fever. On the  other hand, an ent irely arbi tra ry  rule  withou t public  supp ort is difficult to enforce. A combinat ion of education  and legislation is, therefore, essen tial  for  success of an epidemiological approach to homicide contro l in the United  States.  It  should be kept in mind that  epidemics were  neve r contro lled by individ ual  good will and  high-minded compliance with sani tar y measures. They ha d to be enforced by publ ic h eal th legislation.In cons ider ing the  damage  inflicted upon society by promiscuous gun ownership, we focus prim arily  upon the victim of the homicide itse lf. In  fact , in common usage the victim of homicide is synonymous with  the  deceased. The damage result ing  from homicide involves, however, many more victims tha n the  slain person.  The homicide perpet rator,  rega rdless of the  outcome of the  legal proceed ings, is irrepa rab ly victimized by his act. The rela tives of the  victim and  pe rpetr ato r suffer frequently irrepa rab le damage. Even witnesse s to homicide freq uen tly  suffer from long-term difficulties. The society, as such, experiences a varie ty of harmfu l effects as the  result  of homicide. The possession of a gun places the  gun owner  in the  ter rib le danger of being a homicide perpe tra tor. Homicide ends the life of the  victim and frequently destroys the life of the perpe tra tor .

“When guns are  outlawed, only the outlaws  will have guns.” is a slogan used by opponents of gun contro l legis lation. This  is an accu rate , altho ugh incomplete. sta tem ent . When guns are  outlawed,  onlv the outlaws and the  police will have  guns. And that  is  as it should be. The  outlaws and the police need the guns in pursu it of t he ir respective occupational goals.The presen t easy ava ilab ility  and inexpensiveness of guns amount to a societal subsidy of the tools of crimes. The professiona l photographer is a beneficiary  of the  pop ular ity of photography. The mass consumption of photograph ic
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film insu res easy  ava ilab ility  and  inexpensiveness of photographic  ma ter ials. 
Simila rly, the popular ity of guns assure s the professional criminal  wi th an  easy 
and inexpensive  supply  of tools of his trade.  When guns are  outla wed, the  
police will have an adv anta ge over the  criminal.  The police will be able  to get 
guns eas ier tha n the criminal,  whe reas at  the  present time the  reve rse is true. 
Morphine and other narc otics have  been outlawed, and only the docto rs and  the  
outla ws are in possession  of these  substances . Free availabi lity  of narcot ics 
would invariably increase  the number of addiction s in our society. The re are,  
obviously, many fac tor s which account for drug addi tion.  The drug is the  most 
easy mauipulab le var iable in this  complex phenomenon.

The firs t step in deal ing with  an illness is to study its ecology. Disease , like 
heal th, requ ires an  app rop ria te envi ronment to thrive . The his tory  of tubercu lo
sis, syphi lis and  plague is not only a history of pathogenic  microorganisms but  
also illness enhancing environments. This  might appear to be an oversta tement.  
Let us, however, assume that  we are  given the  assignment to promote murder.  
IIow should we go abou t it? IIow could we devise a system designed to promote 
homicide? Our firs t step would be to make availab le an effective and  yet in 
expensive  tool of murde r. It  should be easily concealed a nd immediate ly effective  
so th at  reflection would not int erf ere  with the  killing impulse. It  is doubtfu l 
th at  any modern engineering  firm given thi s assignment could improve upon 
the handgun.

Our nex t tas k would be to convince a gre at many people to acquire  thi s in
stru ment of death. After all, people are  generally  squeamish abou t the  acqui
sition of dangerous objects. One would have to mount  a ma jor  propaganda 
campaign to convince people th at  ownership of this item was n'ot dangerous and  
was highly desirable.  We could even create  a myth  that  thi s implement has  
protective  value. Through app rop ria te influence, we might persuade the  en ter 
tain ment indust ry to fea tur e this produc t in movies and television productions. 
Our goal would be to eleva te our  deadly gadget to a symbol of mascu linity, cour
age and  virtu e. Our grand design  to increase  the  homicide ra te  would be a 
fai lur e if we merely  induced people to acquire  deadly weapons. We would also 
have to create  conditions and situations of insoluble conflict between ind ivid 
uals. How do you produce conflict which  is difficult to resolve? Pu t togethe r 
angry, frus tra ted people, convince them  th at  to express anger is evil and  is to 
be avoided  at  all  cost. Make resolution of such conflict- ridden unions insoluble 
in princ iple and difficult as a practical  ma tter. Successful bree ding  of such re
lationships, known as sadom asoch istic relatio nsh ips  in psychiatri c jargon, com
bined with widespread ownership  of handguns is a form ula for  fulfi llment of 
our hypothe tica l goal of promotion of homicide.

It  so happens th at  we do have effective and  cheap mu rde r weapons, namely, 
the handguns. We have  a mystique  s urroun ding thi s item, and we do have many 
forces which promote sadom asoch istic rela tionships. In  short, we have inst itu 
tiona lized  homicide as pa rt  of our societal  str ucture .

Murder and photography have a gre at deal in comm on: most shoot ing is done 
by ama teur s. The widespread int ere st in photography assures easy ava ilabil ity  
of inexpens ive cam eras  and  film to the  professionals. Similarly, the  widespread 
interest and use of firea rms assure s easy ava ilabil ity  of guns and  ammunition 
to the professionals. The analogy between  murder and photography brea ks 
down, however, when it comes to promotion and  advertis ing.  Whe reas  Kodak 
and othe r photographic  ma nufac turers  must depend  upon thei r own financial 
and crea tive resources to adverti se their  products, the  ma nufac turers  of guns 
need not concern themse lves with these activitie s. The adver tisi ng and promo
tion of guns is car ried out by movies, television, fiction wr ite rs and  toy manu
fac turers . This  form of promotion is much more effective tha n conventional ad 
vertis ing ; it also has  the add itional  merit of being free. The photographers 
should demand  equal  time. Why shou ldn’t the re be a TV serie s entitl ed “Hav e 
Camera, Will Trave l” ? Shouldn’t the re be a musical entit led. “Annie. Get Your 
Ins tam atic” ? Wh at abou t a movie called “The Hired Lens”? B la tant  disc rimina
tion is prac ticed by the government in the ir free dis trib ution of surplus firearms 
to gun clubs. They cer tain ly must have surp lus cameras  and film. A gre at many  
sta tes  have passed inspection laws which  provide inspec tion by technica lly ex
pert  personnel of weapons, free  of charge. Why not establish  a sim ilar network 
of camera inspectors who would check the  prop er func tion ing of photographic  
equipment? Equal benefits under law should  be provided to citiz ens  regardless  
of what they are  shooting—came ras or guns. Both  act ivi ties deserve equal 
governmental attention since they are  fami ly oriented. Research shows th at
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both  cam eras  and gun owners pre fer  as subjects of the ir shoot ing members of the ir family and close acquain tanc es with  whom they have inte nse  emotional rela tionship s. In shor t: “Pho tographers of the world, un ite !”Ano ther  slogan used by the  opponents of gun contro l is : “People  kill, guns don’t kill  withou t people.” This  sta tem ent  is certainly true , and  gives us the option of elim inat ing people or guns. To change people into cre atu res  incapable of homicide is nei the r possible nor even desirable, since thi s would be like trying to cure  pros titu tion  by eliminating the sexua l drive. The cure would be worse tha n the  disease. There will never be a time when homicide will significantly  decrease if the  number of firearms rema ins high.Homicide is an epidemiological problem, and can be controlled best thro ugh  the  introduction of well-proven methods of epidemiology. It  is established th at  firearm dea ths  are  the mathem atic al function of the number of firea rms in cir cula tion.  Given a cer tain  number of firearms in circu lation, a pred ictable number of firearm accidents, suicides and  homicides will resu lt. In  fac t, the  most reliable method for estimating  the number of firearm s in circ ula tion  is the  number o f firearm accidents which occur in a  given community.The tradit ion al,  legal istic  measures of regi stra tion , licensing  and  inspection have no bearing  on the reduction  of firearm deaths unless they appreciab ly reduce the  number of firearms in circu lation. From the stan dpo int of homicide prevention, it  is meaningless whether the  gun is regis tered,  licensed, inspected, etc. The mere presence of the  weapon, regardless of its  legal sta tus , creates  a sta tis tic al  p robability for the occurrence of homicide.Since 1967 Det roit  has exper ienced an unprecedented rise in homicide by firearms.  In 1956 there were 55 f irearm homicides and 85 non-fireann homicides in Detroit , making a tota l of 140. In 1074 there were 801 homicides, of which six ty percent wrere committed by handguns.Since the  majori ty of homicides occur between people who have  a close re lationship, it is not surprising that  the  victim s and perpe tra tors are of the  same rac ial origin s. American society is sti ll segregated  along the  color dist inctions when it  conies to intimate rela tionship s. The ra te  of int erm arr iag e and sexual involvements  between blacks  and  whites  remains  rela tively low, close business partnership s between blacks  and whi tes are  also infrequen t. In the  absence of  int imate  rela tionships between black s and whites , the  explosive discharges of  aggression remain also segregated. In other words, blacks  kill blacks and whites kill whites. Explosive  discharges of aggress ion are, however, more common among blacks than whites , which is not surpris ing  in view of the  oppression to’ which black  citizens have been subjected. Oppression leads to suppressed anger, which is a precondition for the  occurrence of explosive discharge  of aggression. The adjus ted  homicide ra te  in the  black  popula tion is significantly  higher tha n among whites. (Wolfgang)  Eigh ty percent of the  1974 victim s of homicide in Detroi t were black. In his classic study of homicide, Wolfgang observed  th a t:“In nine ty-fo ur percent of the cases, the victim and the offender were members of the  same race, but  in only sixty-four percent were they  of the same sex.” (“Pat terns in Criminal Homicide ,” Marvin E. Wolfgang, University  of Pennsylvan ia, 1958)
Ku rt Gorwitz. Director of Research and Analysis  for  Mich igan’s Office of Health  and Medical Affairs, pointed out in a recen t study th at  between  1961 and 1971, the  death ra te  from homicides among young black men increased more tha n two hundred and th irt y percent. By 1971, acciden ts and murder were responsible  for ha lf of all dea ths among black men ages 15 to 44. Homicide prevention should,  there fore , be an issue  of vital int ere st to responsible  leaders of the  black  community. In the  rac ial ly polar ized society of the  United States , black and whi te political lead ers have  exploited the fea rs of their constituents  by opposing  gun control legis lation, which is essentia l to homicide prevention. Cer tain  white politicians , under the  euphemism of law and order, have for  a long time utili zed  the  fea rs of the white community to promote their  polit ical goals. More recen tly, cer tain black pol itic ians have followed the same approach. It  is a moral  obligation of all pol itica l lead ers to inform  their  constituents  abou t the  well estab lished fac t th at  gun ownership offers very lit tle  protection  and  leads to the  loss of a gre at many lives and innum erable trage dies .

Statement by Warren S. W ille, M.D., on F irearms and Violence
Many persons are  apt to discount the importance of a gun in the home as being the final determ inant fac tor  in a homicide, saying th at  af te r all, butcher
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knives and  other objec ts which could be used as letha l weapons are readily  
available in all  homes. Although every household numbers knives and  hammers 
among its furn ishings , blows from such ins truments  are much less freque ntly 
fa ta l than wounds received from firearms. As pointed out in the  staf f rep ort  on 
firearm s: “Fi rea rms and  Violence in Amer ican Li fe ; U.S. Government Pr intin g 
Office 1968: “Fi rea rms make cer tain att acks  possible that  couldn’t occur with 
out them . . . they permit att acks  at  g reate r range and  with greater  concealmen t 
tha n other weapons . . . they also permit att acks  by persons physically  or psy
chologically  unable to overpower their  victim  thro ugh  violen t phys ical con tact.” 
That same stud y using da ta taken from  the  police records at  New York and  
Houston revea ls that  an att ack with  a gun is five tim es more likely to res ult  in 
dea th tha n an att ack with a knife, the  n ext  mos t dangerous item.”

The sta tis tic al evidence th at  approximately 50 pe r cent of homicides are  com
mitt ed by persons withou t a previous police or penal  record, often on relativ es 
or friends, dem ons trates the  inadequacy of gun control legislation which up 
until  now has  been focused upon keeping guns out  of the hands of known crim 
inals. As long as the right to keep and  bear arm s is gua ran teed in the  con sti
tution, as it  now stan ds, we will undoubtedly cont inue  to reap our  harve st of 
ever increasing numbers of dea ths  from homicides as our popu lation spi ral s and  
people come into closer and closer con tact w ith  one another.

Sta tist ics  from Michigan’s larg est  city, Detroi t, show that  the  incidence of 
homicide has more tha n doubled since 1965. In th at  year , the re were 204 mu r
ders in D et ro it ; by 1967, the  figure had  jumped to 332; by 1969, it  had  reached 
4S8; an increase  of over 100 per  cent. In  the  fou r years sta rti ng  with 1965, gun 
reg ist rat ion s quadrupled  in Detroit. Increased  fea rs about an impending rac ial  
doomsday following  the  race riot s in Detroit , increasing anx iety about str ee t 
crime, and  changes in the  composition of the  inn er city with more and  more 
stable middle-c lass families fleeing to the  suburbs, all app ear  to be fac tors.

The head of the  Detro it Police Dep artm ent  Homicide Bureau has made the  
sta tem ent  th at  there have  been more homicides in the city because  there are more hand guns in th e city.

The rela tionship  is th at  clear cut.
The increase  in gun reg istr ations  is not  at  all  an accura te ind ica tor  of the  

•enormous incre ase in firearms in the  city, as the  bulk of hand guns used in 
violent crime are not registered.

The difficulty in obta ining acc ura te sta tis tic s on gun reg ist rat ion s is high
lighted in the report on Firearms and Violence in  American Lif e. The  accum u
lated total of all types  of personal  firea rms in the  United Sta tes  from 1899 
through 1968 comes to 102,000,000 weapons. The tendency for families to hang 
on to  these  for  many decades and generat ions even, indicates th at  m any of these  
weapons from seve ral decades ago are  stil l ava ilab le in homes for  use. The staf f 
repo rt on firearms has accumulated  evidence  to show th at  the re are  now about 
90 million firearms in the United Sta tes,  counting both long guns and han d 
guns. Ha lf of the nation’s GO million households possess at  lea st one gun, and 
the  number of guns owned by privat e c itizens is rising rapid ly.

During the fou r yea rs from 1965 thro ugh  1968, the  number of acc iden tal fire
arm fat ali tie s in Wayn e Co., Michigan  rose from 7 to 32. During  th at  time, the  
number of new hand gun permits issued in Detroi t rose from 4,876 to 17,760— 
almost exac tly the  same ratio  as the  incre ase in acciden tal firea rm fat ali ties. 
Most of these guns were purchased  for “protection” !

Judge George Edw ards of Detroi t has  writ ten  an info rma tive  art icl e on the  
“fou r myths of mu rde r” : (Am. J. Psychia t., 128:811-814, 1972). These ar e:

“1. That present condi tions  in thi s country  jus tify the  average  citizen in liv
ing  with a top priori ty fea r of being murdered.

“2. That most murders are  pr eme dita ted kill ers  for money.
“3. That the  most likely  mu rderer is a str anger—particu lar ly one of ano the r 

vace.
“4. That you can pro tect y ourself from m urder by keeping  a pistol h andy .
“None of these  myths is true .
“Most murder in rea l life  comes from a compound of anger, passion, intox i

cation, and accident—mixed in varying portions. The victims are wives, hus
bands, girl frien ds, boyfr iends,  prior friends , or close acquaintances (un til just  
before the  f atal  e vent) . The quarre ls th at  most freque ntly  t rig ge r murde rs might 
well result in nothing more tha n bloody noses or a lot of noise if  t here were not  
present a deadly  weapon—handy and loaded.

“All the sta tis tic s show th at  if you choose with care the  people who will 
sha re your bedroom or your kitchen, or the  adj acent ba r stool, you will  im
prove your chances from  one in 20.000 to one in 60,000.
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“As for the one-third of murders committed by strangers, the overwhelming motive is robbery. Murder generally resul ts from resistance and surprise. Police recommendations in every city are  unanimous in counseling a holdup or  burglary .victim against  attempting  resistance. Reaching for a gun is  the most dangerous possible gesture when one is confronted by an armed felon. Outside of the movies, there are few people who win in trying to draw when someone else has a gun in his hand. . . .
“The theory believed by many tha t as a nation we cannot legally accomplish reasonable lirearm control because of the Second Amendment to the Constitution is simply not valid. The language of the amendment and its  historic interpretation in the courts is not nearly so restric tive as is popularly believed.“The Second Amendment s ta te s: ‘A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the secur ity of a free State, the right  of people to keep and bear Arms, sha ll not be infringed.’
"The basic United States Supreme Court interpretation of this amendment came in United S tates v. Miller, from which we quote the holding in the opinion of Mr. Justice McReynolds:
“ ‘In the absence of any evidence tending to show tha t possession or use of a “shotgun having a barrel of less than eighteen inches in length” at this time has become reasonable relationship to the preservation or efficiency of a well regulated militia, we cannot say tha t the Second Amendment guaran tees the right to keep and bear such an instrument. Certainly, it is not within judicial notice that this weapon is any part of the ordinary military equipment or that  its use could contribute  to the common defense. Aymett v. State, 2 Humphreys (Tenn) 154, 159. . . .’
“Thus far in the United States Supreme Court, the righ t to carry  arms is applicable to the sor t of arms that  a ‘well regulated militi a’ would carry.“Indeed, in the latest  consideration of firearms control, United States v. Freed, the Supreme court  did not have occasion to refer to the Second Amendment in upholding the 1968 amendments to  the National Firearms Act.“While rifles and shotguns have a legitimate relationship to the Second Amendment and have legitimate value for both hunting and home defense, handguns suitable for concealment are  basically the weapons of the assassin, not of the militia .”
“Dr. Emanuel Tanay, in a recent artic le discusses the importance of firearms control in primary prevention (Am. J . Psychiat., 128:815-823, 1972).“Primary prevention involves a reduction of the incidence of the homicidal act itself. Prevention of the psychic disruptions leading to homicide is the most desirable and the least attainable at  this  time. The theoret ical possibilities of primary prevention of the dissociative rage state  are not likely to be quickly implemented. The Joint  Commission on Mental Illness and Health found no evidence tha t present-day preventive measures in the field of psychiatry influence the incidence of mental illness: ‘Primary prevention of mental illness has remained largely an article  of scientific fait h rath er than an applicable scientific truth.’
“The most easily manipulated variable in the homicidal process is the avail ability of the weapon. Statist ical evidence and clinical studies indicate a positive correlation between the incidence of homicide and the availability of weapons. The natu re of the weapon immediately available determines the outcome. . . .
“Nevertheless, the possession of firearms is encouraged and promoted by various priva te organizations and commercial in terests. The explanat ion given is tha t guns provide for recreational activit ies in the form of hunting and targe t shooting. Furthermore, guns are claimed to be useful for protection. The utili ty of firearms as protection is a rationalization for the acquisition of an archaic symbol of masculinity. The National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence used sta tistic s from Detroit  extensively :“ ‘In Detroit, from Janu ary 1964 through September 1968, seven residential  burglars were shot and killed by th eir intended victims, an average of jus t nndpr two a year . . . When measured chains* the burglary rate, no more than two in a thousand burglar ies in Detroit are foiled by shooting the burg lar . . . While killings by home robbers are a small portion of all homicides (two and three per cent in Los Angeles and Detroit),  home robbery when it occurs is far  more dangerous than home burglary. For example, from January 1964 through September 1968 in Detroit, seventeen victims died as a result  of home robberies, compared to three  deaths of home burglary victims. Firearms are of limited
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util ity  in defen ding again st home robbers because the  robber  is usually  able  to surprise and  overwhelm his victim. Detro it reported three cases  of the victim  killing a home robber in live years. In  Los Angeles, where  about 1,000 home robber ies were reported in 1007, eigh t home robbers were shot  and  killed from  Janu ary 1907 to October 1908 . . . Dur ing 1907 more lives were lost  in home firearm accidents in Detroi t—25—tha n were los t in home robbery and  burglary  in four  and a hal f yea rs—23.’ ”
There is evidence th at  effective firearms control thro ugh  legislat ion would decrea se both tlie incidence of homicide and armed robbery. When stat ist ics are  corrected to allow for  the gre ate r incidence of homicide and  robbery in the United Sta tes as compared with Eng land  and Wales, they show th at  in robbery committed in the United States, guns  are  used about thre e times as ofte n in the United State s. The lower rat e of firearm usage in violent crime comm itted in England and Wales suggests th at  a firearm control system th at  makes it substan tial ly difficult to obta in guns is likely to have some effect in redu cing  the  use of firearms in crim inal behavior. Canada  has  a popu lation one- tenth•  that  of the United Sta tes and  its  homicide is one-forty fifth of ours. Canadia nlaws make it  very difficult to own a gun with a barre l sho rte r than  22 inches. It  has  a rat io of 3,000 guns per  100,000 popu lation compared to the  U.S.A. of 13,500 hand guns per  100,000.
So far , att empts  to obta in changes in legislation deal ing with firea rms control in the United Sta tes  has  been defe ated  by the  Nat iona l Rifle Assoc iation and other gun club lobbies. In  addition , the re is all  too freq uently inadeq uat e enforcem ent of existing gun control laws. This does not mean th at  we should give up our atte mpts to obta in more adequa te laws, and  enforcement of our existing laws. Indeed , the legal profession, as well as men tal hea lth profess iona ls and  the law enforcement agencies, are  continu ing in this effort. In the  las t ha lf of 1971, gun control  l egis lation was finally passed in the city  of Detroit.With  our rapid methods of tra nsp ort ation  and highly mobile popu lation, it  will be necessary to have effective gun control legis lation on a nationw ide basis  before it  can be maximal ly effective.
In a study completed in 1972 and publi shed in 1974 by Wa rren Green Company, “Citizens  Who Commit Murder,” the  autho r recorded da ta obta ined  from a random sample of 200 homicidal offenders. These  cases were  selected a t ra ndom from a tota l of 2,000 cases of homicidal offenders  that  the  au tho r has examined over the  yea rs since 1953, while  work ing for  the  Michigan Department of Corrections. The au tho r orig inally worked  for  the  Michigan  Depar tme nt of Corrections as director of the psychiatri c clinic from 1953 thro ugh  I960, and  since th at  time has  regular ly visi ted the  priso n as a psychiatri c consulta nt. The inmates  examined in thi s stud y included men who were sentenced to priso n as fa r back as 1924 for acts  of murder.  It  is noted th at  af te r the  year 1960 there was  a defini te incre ase in the  number of inmates  sentenced for  murde r committed as pa rt  of the act  of armed robbery.  In the first group  of 100 inm ates  studied who entered  prison prior to 1960, 23% had a prior record of imprisonment and in th at  group, 17% were committed for murder s occu rring  dur ing  the course of p lanned crimes (arm ed robber ies) . Of the second group  of  100 inm ates* who came into prison af te r 1960. 52% had a prior record of priso n term s and 31% of the murders committed by thi s group were  comm itted dur ing  the  course  of armed robberies. This  reflects an increase  in str eet crimes dur ing  the  period  of time since 1960 and the  affect of the  widespread drug uses in citie s dur ing* the las t one and one h alf  decades.
Of the total 200 cases, the re was some sor t of very  sign ificant inte rac tionbetween the pe rpe tra tor  and the  victim immediately before  the  act  in 50% of the cases, and with in three days pr ior  to the  act  in ano the r 16% of the  cases. In this 66%, the ready ava ilab ility  of a gun to the  perpetr ato r of the  ac t had to he a s ignificant facto r in the final fa ta l outcome.
If  one omits from thi s group the 48 mu rders which were  comm itted as pa rt  of an armed robbery (where the  victims were strangers in all hu t one ins tance) , and the 19 who were  victims of sexual psychopaths, some sta rtl ing figures emerge.
These would reveal th at  of the  149 remaining murder victims. 31 were  spouses. 23 were relativ es other tha n spouses, 62 were frie nds  or acquain tances, and  17 were lovers.
This  represents 133 of  th e 148 vic tims (90% ).
In all of these cases, the re was some sort  of signif icant  int era ction immediately preceding, o r in the several days  preceding the  homicide.
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Th ese cas es represen t th e mo st typ ica l hom icidal si tu at io n in th is  country.
Th e 149 hom icides we re mo st of ten  th e end re su lt of fami ly qu ar re ls , love

tr in m d cs , d ru n k en  a rg u m e n ts  bet w ee n fr ie n d s , argu men ts over gam bling deb ts,  
revenge, or  recent  th re at s to th e life or  in te gr ity  of the  as sass in . As Tocli po int s 
ou t in Vio len t Men, (Ch icago,  Aldine,  1909) : “. . . th e in tens ity  of a pe rson ’s 
\i o le n ee  v a ri e s w it h  the ex te nt  to which his  in tegr ity  ha s been  com promised. 
. . . Ul tim ate ly,  vio lence ar is es  bec aus e some per son  feels  th at he mus t re so rt  
to a physi cal  net,  th a t a pro blem  he fac es ca lls  fo r a de st ru ct iv e solution . The 
problem a vio len t perso n perce ive s is ra re ly  th e si tu at io n as  we see  it,  bu t 
ra th er  some dile mm a he fee ls he finds him self in . . . To  un de rs ta nd  viole nce,  
it  is necessa ry to foc us on th e chain  of in te ract ions  between ag gresso r and 
victi m. ”

In do ing  the stu dy  of the 200 murde rers,  da ta  wa s no t ke pt  in it ia lly on 
w he th er  or  not  a gun  wa s presen t in the home, in the aut om obile , or oth erwi se  
read ily  av ail ab le to the pe rp et ra to r.  As I con tinued with  th e stu dy  I saw  the 
value  of col lec ting th is  typ e of  da ta . It  was col lec ted  on th e la st  123 of the  
200 cases. Out  of th is  gro up  of cas es th e da ta  show  th a t in 81 instan ce s the gun  
wa s imme dia tel y av ai lable to the pe rp et ra to r of the murde r. And in an ot he r 
case th e su bjec t became  ex tre mely  di stu rbed  on th e da y of the m ur de r ab ou t the  
ac tio ns  of the obj ect  of the murde r, we nt to  a ne arby  sto re  an d read ily  bought 
a gun th er e with ou t any difficulty. Th us,  a gun was av ai lable a t ha nd  in 81 of 
123 of the cas es wh ere  th is  info rm ati on  wa s coll ecte d, or  6G%. Ref er ring  bac k 
to the da ta  th a t at ta ck s with  a gun  ar e 5 tim es more likely  to re su lt in de ath 
th an  an  at ta ck  with  a kn ife , th e ne xt most dangerous item,  we see he re  th at 
ther e would  like ly have  only been  1G hom icides instea d of  81 if  a gun  ha d no t 
bee n avail ab le,  wh ich  is an  80% decrease  in the likelihood of fa ta l as sa ult  in 
the abs enc e of av ai labi lit y of firear ms . Pr ojec tin g th is  to a to ta l of 2,000 m ur 
de re rs  seen  with  a to ta l of over 2,000 vic tim s (since  som e we re mul tip le m ur 
der s) , it  is show n th at a t le as t 1,300 people died  un ne ce ssar ily  as  th e vic tim s 
of thes e 2,(M)0 murde rers , becau se gun s we re rea dil y av ai lable.  I cannot th in k of 
any more force ful  argu men t ab ou t gun  leg islation  th an  th e gun  da ta  of th is  re 
search  stu dy . Very few  o f t he  v ict im s were kil led  with  lon g guns.

In  conclusion , I fee l it  nec essar y to com ment on th e com monly experienced 
fa ct  th a t gun s ar e gene rally  be au tif ul ly  bu ilt  pieces of mac hine ry  and ar e na t
ur al ly  at tr ac ti ve to peop le who hav e become accustomed in civ iliz ed coun tri es  
to  ad m ire  good works  of pre cis ion  eng ine ering  an d ma chine  finishing . Th e gun 
als o repr es en ts psy cho logica lly th e possi bil ity  of grea tly  ex tend ing an y pe rson ’s 
pow er. These  two  fa ct or s taken toge ther  ma ke th e gun  an  ex tre me ly  at tr ac tive  
ob jec t to possess  and is one of  the fa ct or s invo lved  in peo ple ’s re sis tanc e to 
gun control leg isla tion. Th ere will st ill  be more mu rders th an  necessary simply 
fro m th e use  of long guns, if  al l hand  gun s ar e ban ned. Ho wever , the fa ct  th a t 
the ha nd  gun can  read ily  be concea led and the long  gun cannot,  ma kes  it  the  
mo st use d weapon in hom icid e and a sig nif ica nt redu cti on  in hom icid e would  
re su lt by Ihe  ba nn ing of ha nd  gun s alone. Hun tin g is an  im po rtan t recrea tio na l 
ac tiv ity  and  spo rt to mi llio ns of Am erican s and I feel th a t it is too muc h to ask  
th at long gun s be sev ere ly licens ed and con tro lled he re  as the y are in some 
Eu rope an  coun tri es.  Even tho ugh th er e will be cas es of hom icides com mitted 
du ring  moments  of passi on  by people  in th ei r own home s, us ing  long gun s th a t 
ar e ke pt  ther e or ig inal ly  fo r hu nt in g purpo ses  only, th er e will  sti ll be a ve ry  
sig nif ica nt and  wo rth wh ile  reducti on  in hom icid e in the Un ited States  with  th e 
re st rict io n of hand  guns alon e.

Mr. Conyers. O ur  n ex t wi tne ss is Har old W. Glassen. He ha s p re 
pa red a sta temen t of  some fo ur  pag es,  to which he has at ta ch ed  a 
gr ea t deal  of  mater ia l. I t  wi ll all  be accepted  fo r the rec ord . Yo n 
won’t be swo rn in here,  sir .

TESTIMONY 0E HAROLD W. GLASSEN. ESQ., REPRESENTING THE 
MICHIGAN RIFL E AND PISTOL ASSOCIATION

Mr . Glassen. Mr. Ch ai rm an , ma y I  have a g lass o f wa ter ?
Mr . Conyers. Of course.
You are . T pres ume, the leg al rep resentati ve  of  th e rifle  and pis tol  

ass ociat ion  of  Michi gan . You  may proceed in an y way you please. 
We lcome  before the  subcom mit tee.
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Mr. Glassen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am a practic ing attorney , have been for 40 long years in the 

city of Lansing.
1 am here as a representative of the Michigan Rifle and Pistol Asso

ciation, a copy of my testimony has been filed with  you and sub
mitted. I also represent the Detroit Sportsmen’s Congress who asked 
me to speak for them, as well as the Na tional Rifle Association.

Mr. Conyers. Well, that  goes a litle bit beyond the indica tion I 
had here. Tell me about those three  groups, a l ittle  b it, please.

Mr. Glassen. Well, the National  Rifle Association, I have been asso
ciated closely with as a directo r since 1952. I  had the honor of serv
ing 2 years as president of the na tional organiza tion in 1967 through 
1969.

The Michigan Rifle and Pisto l Association is what  we term, our 
State association for the NRA in Michigan. I t’s a group, I  don’t 
know their exact membership, I thin k it will run around 700 at this 
time.

The Sportsmen’s Congress is a sportsmen club, fishermen, con
servationists who claim, I think, several thousand, I  can’t tell you. 
I am a member.

Mr. Conyers. You are a past president of the NRA?
Mr. Glassen. I  am a member of the council, Mr. Chairm an, at this 

time. P ast  presidents are ordinarily  elected to the executive council 
and we attend all meetings of the executive committee as a director.

If  I may, I would l ike to  read pa rt of my statement, and I would 
like the privilege  to deviate therefrom a little  bit.

Mr. Conyers. Please do.
Mr. Glassen. I  would like to commend you. I read your  opening 

statement to the group in Washington when you opened these hear 
ings. I sensed from tha t, tha t you do favor fur the r gun legislation. 
I commend you for your for thr igh t statement. Perhaps that  explains 
why there  has been, in my opinion, an imbalance of witnesses before 
you. Perhaps you are seeking informat ion for fur the r legislation. I  
differ with you on the need for fur the r legislation, but I do com
pliment you for your genuine, and I mean that  sincerely, attem pt 
to locate or to find, to define some fur the r legislation in the field of 
guns.

Mr. Conyers. Migh t I  point out that what you may perceive an im
balance in the witnesses derives from my experience in holding these 
hearings. Tha t is, that the potentia l alternatives are so many, and so 
different, among those who oppose change of the existing firearms 
regulation, tha t it ’s necessarily required of me to have this  grea t di
versity. You will notice from the witness list of yesterday and to
day, that  there are people who might  be categorized as for  firearms 
control. B ut my responsibility is not to have half the witnesses for 
and ha lf of the  witnesses against. I t ’s to examine the  many ramifica
tions. Therefore, I have to have f ar  more people in diverse public life 
and private positions on one side of the question so to get a balanced 
and thorough  view of those who have the opposite point  of view. 
That is why the witness list  here, specifically, has been carefully com
posed in this way.

Air. Glassen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to mention one or two things about the good doctors 

who preceded me on this stand. I  was disappointed that your counsel,
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Mr. Chairman, did not challenge or did  not inquire  into the  bald- faced statement of one of the doctors th at  th e reason there were only fou r homicides per  100,000 across the  river, and  a 50-some odd in Det roi t, was there were no guns. Th at  sta tem ent  is subject to cha llenge. li e  has no info rma tion  on tha t. The re is no one—there  is in form ation on all guns, all firearms, there is  no specific inform atio n on hand guns.
Xow. I have be fore me, which I  cu t out, inci den tally, yesterday, the  late st Gallup poll, and  “gu n ownership ,” I  quote from  the  news ar ticl e:

The highe st in the  nat ion is sma ller  communities,  and  in the  south whe re a ma jor ity  of residents , 58% say the re is some kind of gun in thei r home.
Xow, I thin k it is not a fact  that  Livonia has a lower percentage of guns  tha n Det roit . A t least  ther e is no sta tis tical inform ation  thereon.
Mr. Conyers. I f  you will permit  me to in terru pt  jus t for  t he  purpose of keeping the  record  very clear, or as c lear  as poss ible ; we have  a frequent mis underst and ing abou t what we are  tal kin g about when we use the word guns. The  question constan tly revolves  around  whether  we are  ta lki ng  abou t handguns or long guns or both. An d I  thi nk—I think therein  may lie a pa rti al reason to the  difference of view th at  you and the preceding witnesses may have had.
Mr. Glassen. I gathered from the questions of the witnesses preceding the doctors  th at  th ere  is no study as to possession of  handguns,  in any place. Th at  is, the  Gal lup poll is:  How many  of you have guns? There is no study th at  would show th at  De tro it has a higher  possession of handguns than  Livonia, none at  all. In  fact, I would  believe to the  con trary, bu t I have no more info rmatio n than  anyone else in thi s room. There is no study th at  I  know of.
Something else tha t is freq uen tly mentioned—it ’s about the  homicides occur ring  between frie nds and relatives. A figure  th at  was telephoned to me last nig ht,  th at  appeared  in th e Tr ibu ne  th e day before, is th at  the Chicago  police released a figure show ing th at  61 percent of all persons charged, all persons convicted of murder, had  a pr ior  record , felony record, not necessarily murder , bu t a pri or  felony record. Th at  45 percent of all victims of homicides had  a pr ior  felony  record. I do not have the cli pp ing ; it  was telephoned to me from a very  reliable source;  I have no reason to doubt it. That,  presumably, came from a police depa rtment.
Mr. Conyers. Well, we’ll take it for what it ’s wor th then , under those circumstances.
Mr. Glassen. Mr. Cha irman, I  h ad the honor of tes tify ing  on two occasions many years ago before wha t was then term ed the  Dod d committee. Before th at  time,  during these hearings, and  up to th is time, I have never been shown any evidence th at  ther e is any rela tion between a crime wave and the  pro life rat ion  of firearms. 1 am here  

today to talk about crime. I  am here today to ta lk  on beh alf,  not only of the groups that  I  mentioned, the  members, over  a million members of the Nat iona l Rifle Association, bu t 50 mil lion  responsible, law-abid ing Americans who use firearms fo r recreation and protection.
Mr. Conyers. Are you repr esentin g the nat ional organiz ation?Mr.  Glassen. Yes, sir.
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Mr.  C onyers. And  you have been auth orized to  do th at?
Mr. Glassen. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. The reason I raise  the  question is th at  the  nat ional 

headquarters  of the  NRA, as you know, are located  in Washing ton,

Mr. Glassen. Yes, sir.
Mr. Conyers. An d through thei r repre sentatives with th is com

mitt ee, they have  indicate d the ir desire to tes tify  in their  nat ional 
capacity. I  was  not advised tha t you ‘would be tes tify ing  in  a nationa l 
cap aci ty fo r the N atio nal  Rifle Associa tion at this loca l hearing . Now, 
if  th at  is the  case, and  I have absolutely no objection to it, I  would 
wa nt  to make sure th at  it  would be clarif ied for  the  record because 
the re would be no logic in the  Nat iona l Rifle Association  tes tify ing  
more th an  one tim e on behal f of its  organiza tion .

Mr. Glassen. Air. Chairman, I.  as the pas t preside nt and as one 
active in the  council, I can speak  for the  organiza tion . However, 
and  I don ’t wish to mislead  you, I had  no request from  t he NRA , as 
such, to rep resent  them here, so I will limit my testim ony to the 
org anizat ions th at  I mentioned, and I do not wish to preclude the  
na tio na l org anizat ion  from  tes tify ing  before you in Washing ton.

Mr. Conyers. Very well.
Mr. Glassen. The problem th at  tru ly  deserves our  atte ntio n is 

crime cont rol. We, as sportsmen, all of the  sportsmen in Michigan,  
th e citizens of Detroi t, people across thi s Nation , earn estly wa nt to 
live in a society  free  from violence and crime. Takin g firearms from  
responsible people gives fu rth er  license to the crim inal  element to 
maim , rob, and rape the  American public.

Le t’s not be duped. The  problem of crime is criminals , not guns. 
Less tha n two-ten ths of 1 percent of all firearm s in  the  U nited Sta tes 
are  used for  illegal purposes.  Colonel Pla nts , who recently  ret ire d as 
the commissioner of the Sta te police in thi s Sta te, which I  knew 
and  the cha irman knew, said  th at  less than  one-hundredth  of 1 per
cen t of legal guns were involved in crime in thi s Sta te. Now, nat ion 
ally . the  figure seems to be two- tenths of 1 percent. The o ther 99 8/10 
perc ent  are used legal ly for  hunting, tar ge t shooting, for protec
tion . The crime problem is created by the  small percentage of people 

* who hav e discovered  t ha t our lenient legal system makes it easie r for  
them to pre y on innocent victim s than  to work a respectable job at 
a good s alar y.

To a crim inal , a firearm is a tool of the  trad e. He  would no more 
reg ister or tu rn  in his gun than  a docto r would tu rn  in his stetho
scope. Obviously, a law or laws requir ing  reg istr atio n an d/or  con
fiscation would only affect the  law abiding. Like  the era  of pro hib i
tion . organiz ed crime would find ways to tu rn  this into  a wholesale 
nati onw ide  moneymaking and crimemaking venture .

Let  me ask a facetious question. Would anyone in thi s room, par 
tic ula rly  those who live in the  hig h crime areas of Detroit, place a 
sticker  on the  door  of the home or place of business sta tin g:  “There 
are no firearms on these prem ises?” Of course not. You would  be 
ask ing  fo r trou ble.

The  question is a ludic rous  one. Cer tain ly no one, pa rti cu lar ly in 
large  cities like Detroit, would purp osely set themselves up to be a 
vic tim  of  crime.
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Now the organization that I mentioned, th at I had the honor of be
ing president, has in its bylaws the words, “to promote social welfare and public safety.” We are the champion of every law-abiding citizen 
who owns a firearm for a legal purpose. And we think that we are 
the nemesis of those who illegally use guns. Curiously  enough, many of those who demand the most restric tive gun ownership control laws are most active in supporting the righ ts of criminals , the  right to furlough, easy bail, and quick probation. We would like to counter this by say ing t ha t we demand the right s of every citizen to be pro tected, the righ t to keep and bear arms, surely, but also the right to peace of mind and freedom from fear  and crime. We feel that the citizen has a righ t to be protected from the crimina l by invoking mandatory penalties for the commission of a crime with a firearm, speedy and decisive adjudication of criminal cases, and appropriate incarcerat ion for recidivists.

Inciden tally, the Michigan House, which T am sure the chairman  knows, just passed a mandatory  penalty bill 98 to 7.
Countless statements  and articles repeat the phrase  tha t the handgun has no sporting use. The Free Press ran a series, dozens and dozens and dozens of times. The handgun is to  kill only. I want  to give a rebuttal  to th is assertion. As you know, the National Bifle Association, or the Michigan Rifle & Pistol Association, which is the 

State organization, is the governing body for tar ge t shooting and the pare nt organization is responsible for selecting outstanding  marksmen to represent  the Nation in internat ional shooting events, the World Shooting Championships, the Pan  American, and the Olympic Games. There arc five handgun events in  the shooting por
tion of each of the famous Pan American and Olympic Games, p lus 
a pistol shooting competition as one p art  of the Modern Pen tath lon event of those games.

But let me emphasize handgun target shooting is stronger here in the United States. T would like to give you some figures and I am sure you must be tired  of statistics , but these are minimal, Mr. Chair
man. Last year, in 1974, the NBA sanctioned 534 high-power rifle tournaments and 997 smallbore—.22 caliber—rifle tournaments. We have 1,670 pistol tournaments . In these tournaments, purely recreational contests of skill, on a national and regional basis, there were 
over 19,500 high-power rifle contestants over 34,600 smallbore rifle shooter, but some 42,000 pistol shooters. This is organized competition  on a national basis. How do these figures fit with the uninformed idea that handguns have no sporting use? And these figures do not include the thousands more who participate in club matches. Sta te matches, league competitions, and just for fun. I understand , Mr. Chairman,  that I was quoted yesterday as having  said there were only 4.000 pistol shooters in Michigan. I don’t know where the gentl e
man got that  idea, but I might have said tha t there are 4.000 org anized competitors n Michigan, which I think  would be about right,  but ,certainly, tha t is not true. We do not know because we do not license specifically pistol shooters in Michigan. I would estimate that  there are many, many thousands, up, and I have given the figure be
fore of 100.000 people who occasionally, one or more times a year , will hunt  either large game or small game with a handgun.
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Let me re turn  to  the matter of self-pro tection ancl self-defense. We 
also hear frequently the assertion tha t a firearm kept  in the home is 
more dangerous to the owner and his family than to a crimina l a ttack
ing this household. The statistics used, they are fragm entary and 
unreliable, are a comparison of apples wi th oranges. They fully ignore 
the crimes so often prevented by those who have the means of pro
tecting themselves. The American Rifleman has  for years carried re
ports of incidents under the heading of “The Armed Citizen.” I have 
attached to my formal  statement, which I have filed w ith you, over 
100 news accounts of such occurrences. Each account contains refe r
ence to the paper where i t was published or th e source, usually from 
the police records. These are only a fraction of the accounts received 
and a much smaller  fraction of those tha t happen.  We made an 
analysis of these, and over a 5-year period these cases revealed tha t 
the mere presence of a firearm, withou t a shot being fired, prevented 
crime in more than  one-third of all cases reported.  What does this 
fact do to these statistic s so frequently quoted? Obviously, it makes 
them meaningless.

This same fact  drastically alters  another statis tic we frequently 
hear, tha t an individual shot by a gun is six times more likely to die 
than if attacked by another weapon. L et me point out one thing  to 
you. and I do not  have the source of this, Mr. Chairman, but I have 
read it, and I can’t locate it again, these are taken from hospital re
ports, this six times more likely to die, are taken from the hospital 
records and it’s a fact tha t many people involved in a fight with the 
fists or ball bat or feet, there is no intention to kil l; there  is only 
the intention to maim, to injure at the time, so, obviously, you’re 
going to have fewer. Where the inten t is actually to kill, there  is not 
anything like six times or five times difference between the firearm 
and the pistol.

Fewer people die today, I ’m sure you have had the statis tics thrown 
at you, than died 35 years ago from firearms deaths. There  are fewer 
people dying today, with the popula tion twice as large,  as died 35 
years ago. There are already thousands of  firearms laws on the books. 
None of these laws have been able to stop the spir allin g crime rate, 
always we say we need a littl e more, even the Sullivan law. Each ses
sion of the Legislature has made it a littl e tougher, for  80-some years, 
they just  need a little more. Because a firearm is easy to obtain il
legally and gives the criminal what he wants, there is  always going to 
be trouble because he wants unquestioned power over his victim. If  
the criminal were positive tha t a local liquor store owner abhorred 
violence and did not keep a gun in his place of business, he would 
most assuredly head  in t ha t direction. Will the same thug risk a pos
sible deadly confrontation at the local sporting goods store, where 
firearms are displayed for sale, and salesmen fam iliar with the ir use?

The regist ration  and confiscation will not make the streets of De
troit any safer for the average citizen, it would jus t make it easier 
for the criminal. Rather, I urge this committee to focus its efforts 
to restore to reali ty the motto tha t “crime does not pay.” If  we ac
complish this and you can be certain  tha t many thousands of con
cerned and law-abiding citizens will not feel the need to have a fire
arm in the ir homes for  protection.
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I have a couple more points, Mr. Chairman, anti then I am through.
This thought  occurred to me, and i t’s not in my prepared testimony, 

hut listening to the good doctors testify about the psychological point, 
1 want to make a psychological point also. The peace of mind tha t 
is given to the law-ab iding citizen who has a firearm in his home 
for protection, tha t makes him an equalizer with any thug that  is 
trying to get in. Whether it does or not, doesn’t really matter  so 
much from a psychological point but it gives him peace of mind, and 
1 don’t think there  is anyone in this  room, Mr. Chairm an, that would 
deny th at, tha t there is a peace of mind in having the firearm which 
makes you equal of the other  party .

Mr. Conyers. I don' t think those two medical witnesses t ha t pre 
ceded you substantially disagreed with t ha t statement  either, do you?

Mr. Glassen. I don’t thin k they would disagree with me.
Mr. Conyers. I don’t think  they would.
Mr. Glassen. I  don’t thin k anyone here would. I think this  is an 

important thing. I believe tha t good citizens have a right to some
thing th at will give them the peace of mind.

One last thing and I will walk away, that  is this matt er of regis 
tration we hear so much about, and the polls, I  wonder what would 
be the answer on the Gallup  Po ll i f we said a re you in favor of a re g
istrat ion whereby many people will be deprived of the right to 
registe r their guns? Registratio n is not an automatic thing , Mr. 
Chairman, in many, many places, it ’s something that gives a bureau
crat the righ t to deny or give. I f registration were automatic, like it 
is with automobiles, under  certain  circumstances, I think tha t your  
gun owners would not object, but not an automatic  thing. Also, we 
have the matter today, in your city of Washington, where you spend 
a great major ity of your time working, where there  are guns that 
were legally registered, there is now a bill, which I understand has 
some chance of passing in the distr ict tha t would confiscate all shot
guns and pistols, not only the pistol, but the long gun, as well, even 
those th at were legally registered. Tha t is the bill that is being pro 
posed. Mr. Chairman, I hope tha t you will consider the testimony 
of the  sportsmen and I hope tha t you will determine  tha t we do not 
need fur the r legislation but rath er enforcement of tha t which we have.

Mr. Conyers. Attorney Glassen, T will say to you this : That  I will 
carefully consider several points tha t you have raised tha t are, I 
think, cogent and bear upon this whole discussion. What we hope to 
do through these hearings, and I think you have been helpful in that  
direction, is to put upon the record for people to see and understand 
the very complicated issues that aro involved here. Neither of us 
pretend tha t they are simple, and I suppose we would expect people 
to bring  strongly held views to this arena to be exposed, hopefully 
to persuade their fellow citizens, on the direction that their Federal 
Legislature  might take in this matter. So tha t I ’d like to commend 
you for. at least, presenting in a dispassionate fashion a series of 
ideas that are very deeply held and felt by your membership. I appreciate tha t.

I would like you to spend 5 minutes with each of  my counsel dis
cussing whatever points they want to raise with you,* and then we'
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will have our final witness for the afternoon, the president of the 
Antique Arms Collectors Association.

Mr. Glassen. Thank you.
Mr. Gekas. Couple of things, Mr. Glassen. Fir st of all, was I  cor

rect in my understanding tha t you said tha t if a regis tration system 
was designed so tha t handguns could be registered  as a mat ter of 
right , the gun owners would support such a system?

Mr. Glassen. No. If  I gave tha t impression, I did not mean to.
I followed tha t with the statement that the sportsmen object to 
register ing their  guns because we have seen what happened in W ash
ington, D.C., where guns legally registered are now sought to be 
confiscated. I  can see tha t regist ration  would do no good whatsoever. 
I have talked to a number of police chiefs, including Davis from 
California, who, inc identally  says, tha t he would never give up his 
gun until the police can guarantee protection of every individual; of 
course, they can't  do that.  A sportsman will object to regis tration 
because it serves no purpose; and, as I started to say, the police 
chiefs say it isn’t an instrument in solving very many crimes.

Air. Gekas. I wanted to make tha t clear. It  sounds like you would 
endorse a limited regis tration.

Mr. Glassen. I am glad you let me make it clear. We do not.
Mr. Gekas. With 40 million handguns owned in the U nited  States, 

and perhaps 200 million long guns and shotguns, can you only cite 
a litt le bit over 100 instances in which firearms were used in the pre 
vention of an offense?

Mr. Glassen. No, there are many thousands. I wouldn’t know, Mr. 
Gekas, how many there are. These are a few, a very few that are 
sent in to the National Rifle Association. This represents, I think, 
something less th an a qu arter,  don’t hold me to tha t, but I  thin k it ’s 
less than newsworthy instances published by the newspaper. These 
were taken at random over a 5-year period and I included  only 100 
or so. IIow many there are, no one knows.

No one knows the de terrent  effect of a gun. I thin k it ’s substantial. 
T think tha t we can point out statistic s tha t in those counts where 
the prolife ration  of guns are the greatest you have fewer home 
break-ins, but  I don’t think th at is the sole answer and I am not going 
to try  to sell you that , because it may be a matt er of fewer people 
in an area. Very few break-ins in Idaho, Nebraska, Wyoming, where 
the guns are very thick, very high proliferation of guns, in New 
A ork where there shouldn’t be scarcely any guns, you have very, very 
high break-in rate, robbery rate, so I don’t think tha t is the whole 
answer, but I th ink it ’s a deterrent and there haven’t been any studies 
and there hasn’t been enough talk  about the deter rent effect of a gun.

Mr. 'Gekas. I would suggest tha t if your organization would cite 
the deterrent effect of the gun, t ha t it would be worthwhile  for some 
studies to be done.

Mr. Glassen. I think a study should be done on tha t and I plan 
to have such done. As I mentioned, facetiously, no one would put 
a sign on his door, “There are no guns in this house.”

Mr. Gekas. Do you support the “Saturday nigh t special” legisla
tion or any of its forms in the House of  Representatives?

Mr. Glassen. If  I knew what a “Saturday night  special” was, I 
would. I have given it considerable thought and if I have to come up
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with a definition of a “Satu rday night special,’’ it would l>e a gun 
costing less than $10. There is no way to define a “Sa turday  night 
special,” tha t I know of.

Mr. Gekas. Congressman Dingell from the Detroit area, Michigan, 
has, in the last two or three sessions of the Congress, introduced a 
series of bills in which he has attempted to define the “Satu rday 
nigh t special.” He  is a member of the board of directors of the Na
tional Rifle Association.

Mr. Glassen. He is not acting for NR A on tha t. li e  is acting as a 
Congressman in th at connection.

Mr. Gekas. I would also like to cite Congressman Sykes o f F lor ida  
who also is a member of the board of directors of the NRA  and he 
testified in Washington before our committee and said that  he  would 
support “Sa turday nigh t special” legislation because he saw a cry
ing need for it. .

Mr. Glassen. Those two men are both fr iends of mine. I  think  they  
are floundering for some kind of answer. This, incidentally, was de
clared unconst itutional  at the appellate level in Missouri, I believe, 
as not being within—the average man is not going to know when he 
buys a gun, whether it will melt at 800 degrees or 8,000 degrees.

Mr. Gekas. You are famil iar with the series of Federal court de
cisions, appella te court decisions tha t have upheld what is essentially  
the “Sa turday nigh t special” fees fo r imported handguns?

Mr. Glassen. Tha t is a different thing. I t ’s easier to get at th at  
than  there is for  the individual.  There you have impor ters who have 
some expertise and some means of determining it. The man going 
out on the street buying a gun has no means of determining whether 
it ’s going to melt at 800 degrees or what. I do not agree wi th Con
gressman Dingell, as much as I like him. I do not agree wi th his 
legislation or  that  bill.

Mr. Conyers. Counsel Har t.
Mr. H art. Mr. Glassen, you suggest near the end of your  oral  re

marks that , I believe, and correct me i f I ’m wrong, there are fewer 
persons dying today from firearms th an 35 years ago?

Mr. G lassen. I think tha t is a fact.
Mr. H art. Do you have a source fo r tha t? I certa inly don’t mean 

murde r and nonnegligent  homicide. Arc you familia r with the FB I 
crime statistics?

Mr. Glassen. Yes. I  am talk ing about firearms rela ted deaths.
Mr. H art. You a re talk ing about accidents?
Mr. Glassen. Firearms related deaths. I believe my figure is r igh t 

but I cannot give you the source but it could be th e same book that 
you have in f ront of you.

Mr. H art. This deals only with  crimes so I don’t think-----
Mr. Glassen. I t wouldn’t be that.
Mr. II art. You mentioned you haven't seen any evidence of the 

relationship between firearms ownership and homicides. We have 
seen what purports to be some evidence but I would offer this  for 
your consideration, you mentioned the South par ticu larly so I will 
concentrate on th at because they have a high per capita gun owner
ship ra te and also what are considered to be, I suppose, as weaker gun 
laws as a region in general. In Atlanta, Ga., with  a population of
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1.6 million, the homicide murder  or nonnegligent manslaughte r for 
these purposes, I will call i t homicide, there  was a rate  per 100,000 of 
20.8. Waco, Texas, with a population of 148,000 had a rate  of 21.6. 
Savannah, Ga., with a population  of 214,000 had a rate of 20.1. To 
go west, Santa Cruz, Calif.,  with a population of 138,000 had a rate 
of 20.3. Now, the Detroit metropolitan area, with a popula tion of 
around 4i/> million, these are statist ical metropolitan—standard  
metropolitan statistical areas, Detroit , with a population of around

* 4 million, had a rate  of 19.3. New York City, which, as you men
tioned, has a strong gun control law, had  a rate, the standard  metro
politan statistical area of New York City and near New Jersey , with 
a population of almost 10 million, has a per 100,000 population , mur-

• der and non-negligent manslaughter, homicide rate of 17.5. Now, is 
tha t evidence of, for correlation  between firearms ownership and 
homicide ?

Mr. Glassex. You would have to give me, Mr. Hart, the other s ta
tistics. Wha t is relative pro lifera tion of firearms in the  areas t ha t you 
mentioned.

Mr. Hart. As I said, for general purposes, and we will get into 
the very specific statistics , a study, a very comprehensive study tha t 
has been done by Professor Frankl in Zimmerins, mentions the re
gional area, the 11 States, has a higher  per capita firearms rate.

Mr. Glassex. I think Gallup also says that,  but he also says there 
is less along the  east coast, including New York, and yet New York 
is up there within a point or two of the different-----

Mr. H art. Does th at mean there  is a relationship between the  pro
liferation, the ownership of firearms and the homicide rate?

Mr. Glassex. Not to me, it doesn’t. I fail to see it. If  the areas in 
Wyoming, for example, where you have a very, very h igh percentage 
of firearms, in my own town of Lansing, we have a much higher— 
I ’m sure we have a higher ownership rate  of firearms in Lansing 
than you have in Detroi t, yet our per 100,000, and tha t is about as 
high as we go, is something less than  three.

Mr. Coxyers. Do you need one more question or no more questions ?
Mr. H art. I just wanted to make a couple clarifications for the 

record. Fir st of all, I  wanted to ask Mr. Glassen if  he could provide 
* for  our record—he mentioned the 5-year analysis of the armed citi 

zen, the number of incidents they received and analyzed, and how 
those incidents break down into specific categories because I  thin k we 

<' are very much concerned with these deterrent questions: (1) The 
categories in which it  was the direct confrontation between a citizen 
in his home, and an intrud er; (2) the category of the number of in
cidents in which it  was a direc t confrontation  between a d ram shop or 
drycleaning or any other sort of businessman and an int rud er;  (3) 
a thir d par ty situation, tha t is where a person with a firearm wit
nessed a crime in progress or a crime about to be perpetrat ed, and 
intervened; (4) the incidences in these situations where the attacker 
was successfully driven off; and (5) wha t I want  specifically is the 
situations where a long gun, as opposed to a handgun was used.

If  I may, Mr. Chairman, one fur the r question, are you familiar 
with most of the legislation or some of the legislation that this sub
committee is considering, Mr. Glassen ?

52-557—75—pt. 3- •16
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Mr. G lassex. I try  to read a resume of all the bills that  have been 
introduced in Congress but I think it has got ahead of me. You 
have 160. or something like th at.

Mr. II art. The reason I ask you this, most of the legislation we 
have received, even what has been called confiscation type legislation,  
do make exceptions, as far as handguns are concerned, for licensed 
pistol clubs, t ha t is, licensed pistol clubs would be permit ted to have 
and store firearms for essentially competitive and recreat ional pu r
poses. Now, by your statement, do you mean to imply tha t, essentially, 
the sole supporting purpose for the handgun is targ et competition ?

Mr. Glassex. Not at  all , sir. I mentioned, in  my opinion, and there 
is no record on this, but in my opinion there are at least 100,000 
sportsmen in Michigan who hunt  with the handgun. I am one. I  hu nt 
small game with a handgun. I t’s very challenging. I think there  are 
either 100,000 tha t hun t small game or large game. The exceptions I 
have made or the resume of the bills provide tha t the registe red or 
duly licensed pistol clubs, whatever that means, by the time the 
bureaucrats get th rough with it, and providing handguns are kept at 
the club. What  a beautifu l place. You are making it wonderful 
for the criminals to have a supply  of guns. Besides there  is no 
respectable targ et shooter with a .500 or 1,000 guns tha t, by any 
stretch of the imagination, is going to  leave tha t in the  tender custody 
of his club. It  will be left  in a vault some place.

Mr. Hart. You contend there are more handgun hunters than  th ere 
are organized and unorganized handgun ta rge t shooters.

Thank you.
Mr. Coxters. Counsel Glassen, you have done a very persuasive job 

on l>ehalf of not one, but all of the organizations tha t you represent. 
We are  going to examine your testimony carefully and, again, I ap 
preciate your coming before us.

Mr. G lassen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. H art. An individua l shot bv a gun is six times more likely to 

die than if attacked by another weapon. The  stati stic I think he has 
reference to, and perhaps it has been misquoted by the people here, 
that I think  that in conflict situations where a weapon is used, a h and 
gun or a gun, a firearm is six times more likely to result in a fat ali ty 
i f used than some other  sort of weapon. In  other words, I don’t be
lieve the statist ic tha t has been bandied about means where a fire
arm has actually been fired. What it means is that in a situa tion 
where a weapon is used, the statistics demonstrate, and this is how 
it ’s quoted, th at if a firearm is used, fata lity  is six times more likely 
to result than if another weapon is used.

Mr. Glassex. I have heard it the other way, th at where a handgun 
is used, or a firearm is used, the re is six times or five times, something 
more likely of death to result. I don’t—I couldn’t hear clearly what 
the doctor said on it so I  don’t know his part icular testimony.

Mr. H art. I want to make t ha t clarification, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared  statement of Mr. Glassen follows:]

Sta tem ent  of  H arold W. G la sse n

My name is Harold Glassen. I am a practicing attorney in Lansing. Michigan. 
T first was elected a director of the National Rifle Association in 1952 and had the honor of serving as President of t ha t Association from 1967 to 1969.



I am here today t not only as a spokesman for the  one million-plus members of 
the Nat iona l Rifle Associa tion, but also on beha lf of up to 50 million responsible, 
law-abiding Amer icans who use firea rms for  recreat ion and protec tion. I would 
point out th at  this  is  a  considerable percentage of our total population.

The problem th at  truely  deserves our  att ention is crime control . We, the  
National Rifle Association, the  citizens of De tro it and  othe rs all  across the  na
tion, earnes tly want to live in a society free from  violence and  crime. Taking 
firearms from responsible  people gives fu rth er  license to the  crim ina l element 
to maim, rob and rape the  American public.

Let's  not be duped. The  problem of crime is crim inal s—not guns. Less tha n 
two-tenths of one perc ent of all firearms in the United Sta tes are used for il
legal purposes. The other 99 and  8/lOtlis perc ent are  used legally  for hunt ing,  
targe t shooting and protection . The crime problem is created  by the  sma ll per
centage of people who have discovered that  our  lenient legal system makes it 
eas ier for  them to prey on innocent victim s t han to work a respectable job.

To a criminal,  a firea rm is a “tool of the  tra de .” He would no more reg iste r 
or turn in his gun than  a doctor would turn  in his stethoscope. Obviously, a 
law or laws requir ing  reg istr ation an d/or  confiscation would only affec t the 
law-abiding. lake  the  era  of Prohibition, organized  crime would find ways  to 
tur n this  into  a wholesale nationwide money-making and  crime-making ven ture . 
Would anyone in thi s room, partic ula rly  those who live in the  “high crime” 
areas of Detroit , place  a stic ker  on the door of the ir home or place of business 
stat ing, “There are  no firearms on these  premises” ? I think not.

The question is a ludicrous one. Cer tainly no one, particular ly in large cities 
like Detroit, would purposely “set themselves u p” to be a victim of cr ime.

The Nat iona l Rifle Associat ion has in its bylaws the words, “to promote social 
welfare and  public safety .” We are  the champion of every law-abiding citizen  
who owns a firearm for  a legal purpose. Curiously enough, many of those who 
demand the  most  res tric tive gun ownership control laws are most active in 
supp orting the  “righ ts” of crim inal s—the rights  to furlo ugh, easy bai l and 
quick probation . The Nat ional Rifle Associa tion would like to cou nte r thi s by 
saying that  we demand the rights  of every citizen  to be protecte d—the righ t, 
to keep and bear arms, surely, but also the  right to peace of mind and freedom 
from fea r and crime. We feel th at  the citizen  has  g right to be pro tec ted  from 
the criminal by invoking mandato ry penaltie s for  the  commission of a crime 
with  a firearm, speedy and decisive adjudica tion of crim inal  cases and  appro
pri ate  incarceration for recidivists .

Countless sta tem ents and art icles repeat  the  phrase  th at  “the  han dgu n has  
no spor ting use.” I want to give a reb utt al to thi s asse rtion . As you know the  
Natio nal Rifle Association is the nat ional governing body for  ta rget  shooting 
and  is responsible for  selecting out standing marksmen to rep res ent the nat ion  
in internatio nal  shooting events—the World Shooting Championships, the Pan  
American and  the  Olympic Games. There are  5 handgun events in the  shooting 
portion of each of the  famous Pan American and  Olympic Games, plus  a pistol 
shoot ing competition as one pa rt  of the  Modern Pen tathlo n event of those 
games.

Rut let  me emphasize handgun tar ge t shoot ing here  in the  Uni ted Sta tes . Last 
year.  1974, the NRA sanct ioned 554 High Pow er Rifle tou rnaments  and  997 
Smallbore (.22 caliber) Rifle tournaments . Bu t 1,670 Pistol tou rna me nts  were 
sanctioned. In these  tournaments , purely rec reation al contests of skill , there 
were over 19,500 high power rifle con testants , over 34,600 smallbore rifle shoot
ers, but  some 42,000 pisto l compet itors. How do these  figures fit wi th the  un 
informed idea th at  “handguns have no sporting use” ? And these figures do not 
include thou sands more who particip ate  in club matches and  league competi
tions. Gentlemen, these people a re not criminals.

Let me ret urn to the  matt er  of self protectio n and  defense. We also hear 
frequently the assertion that  a firearm kept  in the  home is more dangerous to 
the owner  and his family tha n to a crim inal attackin g this household. The 
sta tis tic s used (and they are fragm entary  and  unreliable)  are  a comparison  
of apples with oranges. They ful ly ignore the  crimes so often prevented by those 
who have the  means  of protect ing themselves. The AMERICAN RIFLEMA N 
has  for  yea rs car ried reports  of incidents und er the heading “The Armed Citi 
zen.” Those published are only a fractio n of the  accoun ts received, and  a much 
smaller fractio n of those  th at  happen.  Yet a five-year ana lysis of these cases 
revea led th at  the  mere presence of a firearm, withou t a shot  being  fired, pre 
vented  crime in more tha n a third  of all cases repor ted. Wh at does th is fact
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do to these statist ics so frequently quoted? Obviously it makes them meaningless.

This same fact drastically alters  another stat istic we frequen tly hear—that  an individual shot by a gun is six times more likely to die than  if attacked by another weapon. But let us consider not only those tragic victims, but also those who effectively prevented any attack from taking place. What would be any individual ’s preference?
There are already thousands of firearms laws on the books. None of these laws have been able to stop the spirall ing crime rate. Why? Because a firearm is easy to obtain illegally and gives the criminal what he wan ts—unquestioned power over his victim. If a criminal were positive tha t a local liquor store owner abhorred violence and did not keep a gun in his place of business, he would most assuredly head in tha t direction. Will the  same thug risk a possible deadly confrontation at the local sporting goods store, where firearms are displayed for sale, and salesmen familia r with their use?Registration and confiscation will not make the stree ts of Detroit any safer for the average citizen, they would jus t make it  easier for the criminal.  Rather, I urge tliis Committee to focus its efforts to restore to reality the motto tha t “crime does not pa y!” Accomplish this  and you can be certain* that  many thousands of concerned and law-abiding Americans will not feel a need to have a firearm in thei r homes for protection.

[E di to rial  from Th e Si lent  Pro te ct or s]
Last year The American Rifleman published in its “Armed Citizen” columns 112 actual instances in which the mere presence of a firearm in the hands of a resolute citizen prevented crime without bloodshed. Every case came from news reports confirmed by police records in 97 communities across the land. Among these were Senttle, Kansas City, San Jose, Atlanta, Baltimore, Dallas, Detroit, El I ’aso and 89 others.
Every one chronicled a triumph of a self-reliant American with the “cool,” to use the current slang, to stop a crime without shooting anyone. They prevented robberies and quite possibly rapes and murders. They were able to do so because they were armed—with guns.
Now on the 100th anniversary of the National Rifle Association of America, we would like to ask a simple question :
Can anyone show us where 112 crimes have been averted by the Federal  Gun Control Act of 1908?
Those who uphold this act and would further  disarm law-abiding American eitizens owe it to the American public to explain themselves.Can they say why it is tha t crime continues to rise under the 19GS act instead of decreasing?
Without putting words into overworked mouths, we can surmise tha t they will say the answer is a need for even stric ter  gun laws.
In all honesty, we must disagree. The answer is a need for many things, but laws that  deprive decent persons of self-protection are  not among them.The answer may be a need for more uniformed policemen patrolling our crime-infested big cities. Philadelphia in chopping down in crime rate  provided prima facie evidence of this. The Washington, D.C., police department, recruited  to full strength for the first time in many years, also brought about a distinc t reduction in crime by putting more properly-trained patrolmen on the streets. Some other communities have succeeded, likewise.The answer may be a need for longer sentences that  keep habitual criminals in jail  instead of allowing them to whiz through courtrooms with a speed that  makes justice somewhat like a revolving door.
The answer may be the need for broad rehabil itation  programs tha t reorient all but the most hopeless hardened criminals  (if there are such), and end the cycle under which many criminals find themselves compelled to retu rn to crime for lack of anything better.
The answer may be an end to flabby permissiveness and a “lie down and quit" attitude  on the part  of some local courts and authorities whenever unruly, lawless elements “make a fist” at them.
The answer may be a return to a tradi tiona l American creed recognized and practiced by every good NRA Member, of respecting the rights and way of life of all respectable fellow Americans.
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It is proper  to discuss all  this on the 100th ann iversar y of The National  Rifle 
Assoc iation of America, an organiza tion  founded to promote marksm ansh ip and 
broadened to suppor t conservat ion and  nati onal improvement, because the  legi ti
mate own ersh ip of firea rms is an int egral  pa rt  of our Nation . Thi s the NRA 
recognizes and  champions .

As shown in thi s magazine and elsewhere, the mere presence of firearms in 
the  han ds of responsible  Americans can serve to curb violence. The Federal  
Gun Control Act of 1968 app arently  can’t.

There  is reas on to believe and hope th at  the  next Congress will recognize this  
fact  and  repe al the  1968 Act, at  lea st insofa r as it  places burd ens and  res tric 
tion s on individual  law-abiding  gun owners.

Th at,  coupled with the man dato ry penalty  laws that  the NRA has  long ad
voca ted fo r criminal  misuse of guns, will do more to curb crime  tha n the  sense
less prov ision s of the  1968 act  which tend  to stam p out legi timate gun owner
ship  w hile crim inal s run  r iot  and thumb the ir noses at  al l laws.

[E d it o ri a l fr om  The Arm ed  C it iz en — And  N ot A S cra tc h ]

Some advocates of handgun confiscation have asserte d repeatedly th at  the pos
session of firearm s by p rivate  c itizens enda nger s the owners more tha n criminals 
who at tack  them. Like most persons fam iliar with firearms, we doubt this. Yet 
th is mis take n sta tem ent  appe ars in a staf f report  of  the Nat ional Commission on 
Causes and  Pre ven tion  of Violence, in which  personal  protection by firearms is 
term ed “larg ely an illusion ” and  “rarely  effective” in urban homes.

Here, on the  con trar y, are  many insta nces , taken at  random from  the news, 
where a firearm in privat e hands  ave rted  or hal ted a crime withou t anyone be
ing shot.  Many more such instances could be given in w hich the  mere sight  of 
an armed, determ ined citizen ended a crime att em pt on the  spot. In  such cases, 
it  o ften proves unneces sary  to fire a shot.

An in trud er  had  forced  open a window and  had one leg insid e Myron Klim- 
asz ewski ’s apar tm en t in Baltim ore, Md., when Klimaszewski awoke about 4:00 
a.m. He poin ted a pisto l at  the man, ordered him to freeze, and called the police, 
forcing the  man to stay in his position stra ddling the window  sill un til  officers 
arr ive d. (Baltimore,  Md., Evening  Sun)

Two you ths entered  Fran k Zielski’s store in Buffalo, N.Y., and  demanded 
money. One held his han d in his pocket as if he had  a gun. Zielski backed 
away from the cash  regis ter, pulled  his pisto l from  his belt, and  fired one shot 
into the  air . The youths ran empty-handed from  the  s tore. (Buf falo , N.Y. , Cour
ier-Ex press)

After  being plagued by repeated  break-ins  at  his service stat ion,  P. R. Miller 
of Richmond, Calif., hid in the back of the  sta tion at  midnight with a shotgun. 
When a burglar  broke  into the sta tion a half -hour later,  Miller fired a warn ing 
blas t and  made the  burglar  lie on the  floor un til police arr ived. (Richmond, 
Calif. , Ind epe nde nt)

Th ree  men from Montrose, Colo., were on the ir way home from a hunting  
* tr ip  whe n they surprised four you ths bea ting  a Sta te pat rolman with rocks.

The pa tro lman had  stopped the youths for  a traffic viola tion and  the  fou r boys 
had  jum ped  him. The hun ters  stopped the  scuffle and held three of the youths 
a t gu np oi nt ; the  othe r young man and  a juve nile girl who was in the car  es
caped , b ut  wyere cap tured shor tly aft erw ard . (Denver, Colo., Post)

Hu ntsvill e, Ala., merchant Floyd Maddox saw someone try ing  to remove the 
bu rg lar ba rs from  the  window of his stor e lat e at  night and  called police. In 
vestiga ting officers arr ived to find Maddox, armed with a shotgun, holding the 
would-be b urgla r capt ive on the roof of the firm. (Hu ntsv ille , Ala., Times)

Re tur nin g to his  Holden, Mass., home for  lunch, Leslie Spofford surpris ed two 
men forcin g open his rear  door. The pa ir fled. Spofford pursued  and caught 
them , cove ring them with a pisto l un til  police arrived . Police  said  both men 
were wante d nea rby  for  housebreaking and  in Washington Sta te for  armed 
ass ault.—Mas sachuset ts Sta te Police by Capt. Stanley W. Wisniosk i.

Mrs. Guytre lle Pru it t didn ’t answer  the  lateni ght knock on the  door of her 
home ne ar  Hartw ell , Ga., but saw a pickup truck park ed in fro nt of the  house 
and  hea rd someone climb thro ugh a window at  the rear  of the  home. She and 
he r da ug hter  held the  int rude r at  gunpoint un til officers could arr ive . (Ander
son. S.C., Inde pen den t)

A would-be robb er wielding a pisto l approached  William E. Baize of Bakers
field, Calif ., in a self-se rvice lau ndry and demanded money. He was so su rpri sed
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wh en liu ize  pu lle d a pis tol  of hi s own  th a t al l he  cou ld do was  st ar e open- mo uth ed un til  pol ice  a rr iv ed  to appreh en d him . (Bak ersfi eld, Ca lif. , Ne ws  Bul le tin  )

Mrs. Ani ta Oste rm an  wa s prep ared  when a ma n cam e in to  th e W ich ita , Kans. , stor e wh ere  sh e wa s a cle rk,  pulled ou t a kn ife  an d sa id , “Give me  al l the  mon ey.” She  reac he d un de r the co un ter fo r a .38 rev olv er,  po inted i t  a t the man, an d sa id , “No .” He  lied. (W ich itu , Ka ns. , Fa yle )
Two men  cam e int o a coin-opera ted  laun dr y whe re Ocella  S. W il la rd  of Rockfor d, Ill ., wa s si tti ng , gra bbed he r pu rse an d ran.  She  sh ou ted th a t she was 

arm ed , then  tir ed  a shot  fro m he r pis to l int o the ground . Th e pair  dro pped  the  pu rse an d ra n fa st er . (R ockfo rd , 111., Mo rning S ta r)
A you ng  ma n who  knocked on Wi lliam  Cohoon’s door in Sa n Jose , Ca lif. , an d dema nded  mon ey, ha d a gun  bu tt  pr ot ru di ng  fro m his wai stba nd . Colioon left the door , sa ying  he would ge t some money, bu t cam e bac k w ith  a pi stol  ins tea d, li e  t ired a w ar ning  sho t as  t he  s tr an ger  tied. (S un  Jo se,  Calif. , M er cu ry )
Ivory D. 1‘re w et t of Avondale, l ’enn. su rp rise d two  men  who we re  at te m pt in g to  bu rg la riz e hi s garag e. Arming  himself with  a sho tgu n, he or de red th e in tr uders to stop. In st ea d the  two  ra n fo r the bac k door, l ’rew et t tir ed  twice , bu t the two  e scaped . (W es t Chester-Paoli, Pen n., Dai ly Lo cal N ew s)
In  holdin g up a Miami, Fla.,  re st au ra nt,  two  armed  rob be rs covered emp loye e P at ri ci a He pb urn, 19, so closely th a t her  co-worker, Ot is Slia bazz, 40, could  no t use  his pis tol . Vau lting  ove r the co un ter , Sli aba zz for ced one robb er to flee an d held the othe r a t gun point  f or  police . (M iam i, Fla., Her ald)
Ed ward Esp er  was abou t to close hi s Worc est er,  Mass., grocery  stor e when two  holdup men en ter ed  an d one pro duced a gun. Pr et en ding  to get mon ey from the cash  regi ster , Es pe r dre w a .22 p is to l an d exch an ge d shots w ith  th e ba nd its , who  fled empty  han ded . (W orceste r, Mass.,  Metropo litan  New s)
At  3 a.m., Ja m es  Pe rry K no tt of Big Sp rin g, Tex ., obser ved th re e suspic ious- looking yo uths  en te rin g the office of a local motel.  Fo llowing  them with  a 

shotg un,  Kno tt saw’ one for ce the man ag er  to war d a ba ck  room a t kn ife  poin t, as  the othe r two bagged mon ey fro m th e cash box. Wh en K no tt en ter ed  with  his  gun. the yo uths  fled. (B ig  Sprin g, Te x. , Th e Bi g Sp ring  Dai ly  He rald)
Mrs. De lor is Eh le  of Ft.  Wa yne, Ind ., was  suspicious of two men who pa rked  

in he r dr ivew ay . Conseque ntly , she did  no t respond  when th ey  knock ed fir st on he r fr on t doo r, the n on he r back  doo r. But  wh en the y too k a  ladd er  from he r ga rage  an d remo ved one  of he r wi ndow  screen s, she grab be d a sho tgu n. 
See ing the armed  hom eowner,  the two men  fled. (F t. Way ne , In d. , Th e News  Se nt in el )

Whe n two  arm ed  men at tempt ed  to rob Da le Meadow’s’ Tul sa , Okla ., drug  sto re of cas h an d narco tic s, Meadows gave  the m w hat  th ey  wan ted.  B ut  as  they we re lea ving  he  got  a pis tol  an d fired a t them. One ma n shou ted,  “Don’t sho ot.” The ot he r dro pped a pil low cas e in wh ich  the y ha d pla ced th e drug s an d cash. Bo th fled ou t the door. (Tulsa . Okla., Th e Tu lsa  Tr ibun e)
Afte r closing the Seatt le,  Wash ., gaso lin e stat io n whe re  he is emp loye d, au to  me chanic Ed ward Wagner wa s dr iv ing hom e when a car ca rr yi ng  fo ur  masked men forced  his ca r off the  roa d. Th ey  th en  orde red him  to  tos s ou t a money bag co ntaining  change from the sta tio n.  When one of th e rob be rs at tempt ed  to re tr ieve  the money, Wagner po int ed  a gun at him . Th e fo ur  sped aw ay  aft er  fir ing a shot th a t missed  Wagner. (S ea tt le , Wa sh. , Po st In te lli ge nc er )
In ve st igat ing a noise in hi s ga rag e. Glenn A. Finley  of  Da nville . Ill ., su rpr ise d a youth  who ran.  shou tin g. “If  you  sho ot me you’ll he in ho t w at er .” Th e boy stoppe d aft er Finle y fired a w ar ni ng  shot  fro m hi s pis tol . He wa s 

la te r take n to the police stat io n,  an d re lea sed to hi s mo ther.  (D an vil le,  III., Th e Co mm erc ial-Ne ws)
A bu rg la r al ar m  connected to  Brooks Mun dy 's Hun tsv ill e, Ala ., grocery  sto re 

sounded at  his hom e la te  one  nig ht.  Tak ing a sho tgu n. Mu ndy wen t to inve st igate.  He  discovered  a man hiding  ou ts ide the stor e an d an ot her  climb ing  
th ro ug h a broken  window’. Th e mer ch an t held bo th susp ec ts unt il  pol ice  ar rive d.  (H un tsvi lle . Ala .. Th e Hun tsvi lle  Times )

Mr.  an d Mrs . Michael  Mc Wi lliams  of  Pa lm ett o,  Fl a. , pu lle d off the road  to re st  a t a clos ed gas  stati on  ne ar  Ti tu sv ill e,  Fl a.  a t 2 a.m. About  an  ho ur  la te r, 
they  we re aw ak en ed  by noises  ma de  by two prow ler s wh o had  en te re d the st ation. Mc Will iam s grabbed a .22 pis tol  an d held th e su sp ec ts unti l a passing  Dep uty Sh eri ff cam e along . (M iam i, Fla., Th e Mi am i He rald)

An Oa kla nd . Cal if.,  re st aura n t ow ne r an d ha nd gu n ex pe rt.  Leroy  Tay lor,  wa s wo rking alo ne  when an  arm ed  yo uth en ter ed , dema nded  mon ey, an d or-
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tiered Taylor to face the wall. Instead  Taylor grabbed a revolver under bis 
apron and tired three  shots into the wall, deliberately missing the youth by 
several inches. The robber fainted, dropped the money, then recovered and 
ran. Taylor has trained policemen, movie cowboys, and has given shooting dem
onstrations  a t Disneyland. ( Oakland, Calif., Oakland Tribune)

A Minneapolis, Minn., service station manager, Donald E. Moran, was given 
an "Outstanding Citizen” award by the Minneapolis Police Officers Federation 
fox* his "bravery and preparedness” during a robbery a t his station in Septem
ber. Moran fata lly wounded a robbery suspect with his automatic  pistol, then 
wounded a second suspect fleeing from the scene. (Minneapolis, Minn., Star)

When Mrs. Joan Pellissie r of Orinda, Calif., heard an alarm  connected to 
her  fat her’s barn go off at 5 A.M., she grabbed a .22 rifle and cornered two 
teenage would-be burgla rs in the barn, tiring a warning shot into the ground 
when they tried  to leave before police arrived. (Oakland, Calif., Tribune)

When cab driver Timothy Kane of Franklin, N.J., picked up two young men, 
one immediately pulled a gun and the other a knife. Kane whirled around and 
tired his .25 automatic through the fron t seat, hitting one youth in the arm and 
leg and the other in the stomach. (New Brunswick, N.J., Daily Home News)

Phoenix, Ariz., gun shop owner Delmar Beavers was working overtime in 
the back room of his shop when he heard breaking glass. Investigating, he 
found an intrude r inside the smashed fron t door of the store. When the man 
advanced at  him, Beavers  tired three times, hitting him in the legs. (Phoenix, 
Ariz., Gazette)

When two armed teenage boys came into her cloth shop in Columbia, S.C., 
Mrs. Wilma Bickley picked up a pair  of scissors and prepared to defend her
self. One youth put his pistol into his pocket and Mrs. Bickley put down the 
scissors. He picked up the scissors and drew his gun again, whereupon Mrs, 
Bickley reached beneath the counter for her own gun and the youths fled. 
(Columbia, S.C., Slate)

A gunman entered a Cleveland, Ohio, grocery store and demanded tha t owner 
Charlie Washington  give him money. Washington handed him money, drop
ping some of it on the floor. When the bandi t stooped to pick it up, Washing
ton began to light with the man and shouted for his daughter Linda, 17, w-ho 
shot the robber with  her  .38 pistol. (Canton, Ohio, Repository)

Three men tried to sell Stacie B. Hunt of Flint, Mich., a TV and a woman’s 
coat, but Hunt recognized the coat as one stolen from an acquaintance three 
days earlier.  He held the men with a shotgun until  the police arrived. The men 
lat er  admitted to 172 burglaries  and 67 the fts from autos in F lint. (Flint , Mich., 
Daily Journal)

A teenage boy tried to hold up Monta Lee Savage of Uniontown, Pa., and 
threatened her with a four-foot section of rubber hose. She promptly drew her 
.25 automat ic, disarmed the youth, and held him for police, who arrived to find 
her with pistol in one hand and permit for it in the other. (Eniontoivn, Pa., 
Evening Standard)

When a man drew a .32 revolver and demanded money from Los Angeles 
store clerk Sam Villa, he got $80 from the cash register. But Villa triggered 
a silent alarm , drew a .38 revolver, and exchanged shots with the robber. The 
robber staggered outside and died. Villa was wounded in the chest and hand. 
The incident was photographed by a hidden movie camera. (Los Angeles, Calif., 
Times)

.Tethro Brown of Houston, Tex., closed his Washateria for the night and 
pocketed the day’s receipts. As he star ted for home, he noticed a man follow
ing him. The man walked ahead, then wheeled and pointed a sawed-off .22 
rifle at him and said, “Hold it.” Brown jerked his .38 revolver from his belt 
and  fired, killing the would-be robber. (Houston, Tex., Post)

James Freeman of Florence, Oreg., awoke from a nap one afternoon to hear 
banging on h is house. He rushed to the door, pistol in hand, j ust  as an intruder  
came through the door. He held him at gunpoint until an officer arrived . The 
officer had already picked up the robber’s confederate on his way to answer the 
call. More than $1,500 in goods stolen earlier was recovered. (Eugene, Oreg., 
Regis ter Guard)

Things didn’t work out as planned when two would-be robbers, armed with a 
pistol and rifle, strolled into a Philadelphia, Pa., check cashing agency and 
told cashier Sadie Goldman, “This is a stick up.” Miss Goldman wasn’t easilv 
intimidated—she pulled out a pistol and fired at the men, who fled empty-handed. 
(Germantown Courriar, Philadelphia, Pa.)



Tw o burg la rs  br ea ki ng  in to  Don H ash 's  se rv ic e st a ti on  near Vis ta , Mo., d id n’t 
exi»ect a rece pt ion.  B ut  H as h,  wh o w as  sl ee ping  in  th e  st a ti on , he ld  a pi stol  
on th e p a ir  an d ca lle d th e sh er iff , ( f i t  Cl ai r Cou nt y,  Mo ., Cou rier )

St.  Lo uis, Mo., oil  dea le r ltoy R ober ts  a rr iv ed  a t a  se rv ic e s ta ti on  ju s t as  tw o 
uie n were ho ld ing up  th e a tt en d an t.  He dre w  hi s pis to l an d ex ch an ge d sh ots  
w ith  th e robb ers, who esca pe d w ithou t th e loo t. (f it.  Loui s,  Mo. , P os t-D is pa tc h)

A ft er cl ea ni ng  out u D et ro it , Mi ch. , dr y c le aner’s ca sh  re g is te r a t gun po in t,  a 
th ie f tr ie d  to ru n out  th e fr on t do or . B ut he  ac ci den ta lly  lo ck ed  him se lf  in.  Mrs. 
Lea mon  Gaine r, th e cler k,  drew ’ a .38 revo lv er  fr om  her pu rs e  an d sh ot th e  th ie f 
in th e sh ou ld er . He dr op pe d his  gu n an d th e mo ney. (D etr o it , Mich. , Fre e P re ss )

Tw o me n w ith  robb ery on th e ir  min ds  w er e dis su ad ed  w he n th ey  di sc ov ered  
th a t th e ir  ta rg et , Co lum bus, Oh io,  gu ns ho p ow ne r C harl es R. B ra un , was  
ar m ed . Th e me n en te re d  th e sh op  an d one dr ew  a kni fe , bu t whe n th ey  sa w 
th a t B ra un  w as  w ea ring a gu n in  a  be lt ho ls te r,  th ey  tu rn ed  and lied . (C ol um bus , Ohio, D ispa tc h)

R ob er t K el le r ha d ju s t le ft  h is  W as hi ng to n,  D.C.,  a p a rt m en t w he n a  hood lum  
he ld  a kn ife to  hi s ribs  an d to ok  a  ri ng  an d fu r ov er co at . B ef or e he  co uld ta ke 
any th in g  els e K el le r’s yo un g son,  B er nard , op ened  th e a p a rt m en t doo r an d 
be gan ti ri ng  hi s a ir  gu n. Th e ro bber  lied down  th e st ep s.  (W ash in g to n , D.C. , P o st)

C en te rv il le , Ill ., fa rm er F ra n k  Betz save d 3,000  lbs . of  stol en  m ai l w he n he 
fo un d a m ai l tr uck  par ked  in his  field ab ou t 8: 30  p.m . T hre e  b la s ts  fr om  hi s 
sh ot gu n fr ig hte ned aw ay  th e tw o ro bb er s wh o were go ing th ro ugh  th e  m ai l in 
th e tr uck  th ey  ha d stol en  a t gu np oi nt  from  it s dr iv er . A uth ori ti es sa id  98% of 
th e m ai l w as  un touc he d.  (S t.  Lou is , Mo.,  Globe -D em ocra t)

H ea ring pr ow le rs  in her  ba ck  yar d , Geo rg ia A. E dw ard s of  San  Anton io , 
Te x. , hi d in  a clos et w ith a pi stol . W he n tw o me n br ok e in to  th e  ho us e an d 
tu rn ed  on th e bedro om  lig ht , sh e sh ot  one man  in th e ja w . B ot h lied. The  
wou nd ed  man  was  la te r ap pr eh en de d.  (S an  Anton io , Tex ., L ig h t)

W hen fo ur men walke d in to  W. P.  H al l, Sr. ’s P la n t Ci ty , Fla ., st o re  an d 
bra ndis hed  a revo lv er  to  de m an d mo ney, H al l, 82, pu lled  out a  .22 pis to l and  
fire d. The  men ra n from  th e st or e,  an d H al l fired  again  a t th e ir  depart in g  car.  
Tw o p ri va te  ci tize ns  fol low ed  th e  me n an d no tif ied  sh eri ff ’s dep ut ie s,  who  a r re st ed  th re e of  th e fo ur . (T am pa , Fla.,  Tri bune )

An ar m ed  ban dit  en te re d th e “Mom  an d Pop ” m ark et in  Lo ng  B ea ch , Cal if ., 
an d de m an de d money . Mrs. E le an or Am bro se,  st an din g be side  th e  ca sh  re gis te r,  
w hi sk ed  a .38 fro m under  th e counte r an d sh ot  him  in  th e  ch es t. He dr op pe d 
hi s gu n an d ra n.  H er  hu sb an d,  Jo hn  Am bro se,  pick ed  up  th e  ban d it ’s gu n and sh ot  him  in th e leg. (L on g Be ac h,  Ca lif ., Pre ss  Tel eg ra m)

W he n ba ndit s sh ot  an d ki lle d a gr oc er y st ore  m an ag er in  New’ York City,  th e 
a ss is ta n t m an ag er  ra n  ac ro ss  th e  s tr ee t an d ca lle d to  C ar lo s C as an as , ow ne r 
of  ano th er groc ery stor e.  C as an as  ra n  in to  th e st re e t w ith hi s .45 au to m ati c  as  
th e tw o ban dit s fled. He  fired  a t them , ki ll in g one and  w ound in g th e  oth er . (A’eie  Yo rk,  N.Y.,  Pos t)

W he n a man  at te m pte d to kick  down  th e do or  of Mr s. E arn est in e  Jo hnso n’s 
home  in  Mem ph is,  Te nn ., sh e ye lled  a t him  to lea ve . li e  co nt in ue d to  kick  a t  th e  
door,  so sh e fire d th ro ug h th e do or  w ith a .22 rif le, w ou nd in g him  in th e  leg . 
(M em ph is , Te nn ., Pre ss -S ci m itar )

Rev. Ge orge  W. G ates  of  A tlan ta , Ga ., w en t to  th e ai d of a wom an  who  w as  
dra gg ed  sc re am in g from  he r car in to  an  apart m en t by a yo uth  who  w as  beati ng  
her an d th re ate n in g  to  ki ll he r. Re v. Gates  fired  a .22 p is to l in  w ar n in g , th en  
fired  a t th e  ass ail an t,  w ou nd ing him . (A tl an ta , Ga., Jo urn al)

W he n tw o men ar m ed  w ith a gu n and a kni fe  en te re d  and  ro bb ed  his  F lu sh 
ing . N.Y. . je w el ry  stor e.  Ar no ld  G es sn er  di d no t d ra w  id s ow n .38 fo r fe a r of  
enda nge ri ng  hi s 16-ye ar-old  daugh te r wh o w as  in th e st ore . B u t w he n th e  
gu nm an  sn ar le d  “ I th in k I ’ll ki ll you r dau ghte r. ” G es sn er  sh ov ed  her in to  a 
ba ck  roo m an d fire d, wou nd ing th e  gu nm an  in th e stom ac h.  T he o th e r ban d it  fled . (L ong I sl an d,  A’.Y., D ai ly  P re ss )

Awak en ed  by a lou d cr as h ju s t a ft e r m di ni gh t, Mrs.  Leo na  B. Ciech an ow sk i. 
alon e w ith  he r th re e ch ildr en  in  her Ca mde n.  N.J. , ho me , sa w  a m an  en te ri ng  
dow ns ta ir s.  Sh e ca lle d police, th en  w ai te d.  W he n th e m an  ca m e upst a ir s.  Mrs.  
Ciech an ow sk i he ld  him  a t ba y w ith  a pi st ol  u n ti l po lic e arr iv ed . (C am de n.  N.J. , Cou rier -P os t)

R etu rn in g  hom e. Ge orge  King . J r. , of  Ma con. Ga .. heard  no ises  upst air s.  H e 
got  hi s pi stol , w en t u pst a ir s an d co rn er ed  th re e in tr uders . Po lic e ch ar ge d th e
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three , plus a fourth mau, with 46 counts  of burglary. After fu rth er  investiga
tion, they were also charged with  the rape  of a Macon housewife. (Macon, Ga., 
Telegraph)

Twelve-year-old  Gail Burdine , alone in her  pa rents’ home near Eu fala, Okla., 
watched  while a man knocked on the  doors, then  broke thro ugh  a glas s patio  
door. She meanw hile loaded and  cocked a .410 ga. shotgun. When the  intru de r 
stepped through the smashed door, she pointed the gun at  him and said , "T ha t’s 
fa r enough.” The man turned  and ran.  She reported his auto  tag  number and 
description to police, who arr ested a suspect . (Muskogee, Okla., Pho enix )

Insurance  premium collector Samuel F. Barne s of Richmond, Va., was ap- 
proached  by three youths , one wielding a stick,  af te r leaving a house where  he 
had  made a collection. He backed off, drew his pistol and  tired a warning shot 
into  the ground. The youths quickly lied. (Richmond, Va., Times  Dispatch)

One robber held a .22 pisto l on service sta tion att endant  Buddy Richards of 
Columbia, S.C., while his pa rtn er  smashed the  sta tio n’s cash registe r with  a 

* pickaxe. The two then  lef t the stat ion, but  Ric har ds pulled a revolver and
orde red them to hal t. li e made them lie down on the  pavement outs ide the 
sta tion and flagged a pass ing police cruiser. (Columbia, S.C., S tat e)

Seeing two men get out of a car  at  3 A.M., and  break into  the closed Fl at  
Rock, Ind., service sta tion where he was a par t-time  emloyee, Ray McClure 
ale rted William Porter, who lived nearby. The pa ir called police and fou r more 
neighbors . The la tte r took shotguns to the sta tion and  capture d the  two burg lars.  
Two men and two women drove up to collect the  burglars  and  the armed cit 
izens captured the  foursome, too. They held all  six for  police. (Indianapolis, 
lnd ., Star)

Mr. and Mrs. Jessie Jones of Clearview, Wash., drove into  their  driveway 
ju st  in time to see a pickup truck , loaded with wh at looked like their telev ision 
set, leaving the other end of the driveway. Jone s chased the  truck. Fina lly 
catch ing it, he held the driver  at  gunpo int while  a passerby  called  police, who 
arr est ed  the driver. Jones  recovered his TV set. (Ev ere tt, Wash. , Herald)

When a holdup man wearing  a ski mask  and brandishing a pistol entered 
Les ter B. Johantgen ’s jewelry  store in Minneapolis, Minn., Johantgen , who said  
he was  “sick and tire d of being held up,” grabbed a shotgun and pointed it at  
the  man. As the surpris ed gunman fled, Joh antge n’s son knocked him down, 
disarmed him, and  held him for  police. (Minneapolis , Minn., Sta r)

Service station att endant Luke But ton of Akron, Ohio, filled a car with  gas, 
only to have the driv er demand money at gunpoint.  When Button  reached into 
his pocket and drew a .32 revolver, the  driver  drove awa y—fast—has tene d by 
two warning  shots from Button’s gun. (Akron , Ohio, Beacon Journal)

Two men came into Mrs. D. C. Wood's grocery sto re near Fay ette vill e, X.C., 
armed with a pistol and said  they were going to rob her. She picked up a 
shotgun and thre atened  to till them full of buckshot  if they didn’t leave. The 
men fled to the ir car and drove away. (Fa yet tev ille , N.C., Observer)

When Mrs. Bertha  Todd’s daugh ter-in -law found an intru de r pawing through 
. dresse r draw ers in a bedroom of the ir Bal timore apa rtm ent , she shouted. Mrs. 

Todd grabbed a shotgun and held the in tru de r a t bay while  her  daugh ter-in - 
law called police. (Balt imore, Md., Su n)

Return ing  home from a skeet-shooting  tourna ment Gary K. Loyd and his 
son Keith . 15, of Boise, Idaho , encoun tered two burglars  in their  storage  room. 
They covered the pa ir with  their  skeet guns until  police arrived . (Boise , Idaho,  
Sta tesman)

When grocer Bonnie Lee Meeks, of Anderson, Calif., told four teenagers to 
leave his store at  closing time, one drew a 9 mm. pistol . Meeks covered the 
youth with his own .38 revolver and disa rmed him. The other three fled, but 
were arre sted  soon afterw ard . (Redd ing, Calif., Reco rd-Searchlight )

Two young gunmen pulled  up to the Mission Hote l in Houston, Tex., and 
demanded that  hotel employee Mrs. Genevieve Touchstone  give them money. 
She snatched a pistol from the desk and warned  them she would shoot if they 
didn’t go away. The gunmen fled. (Houston, Tex., Chronicle)

Four Canoga Par k. Calif., young men heard  glass  brea king at  a business 
nex t door to the ir house and found a man load ing a typewrite r onto a pickup 
truck. Michael Iler . armed with  a 12-ga. shotgun, stopped  the  man and held 
him at  bay while Scott Conley called police. (Va n Nays, Calif., News)

A man walked into Donald  Hoberman’s jewelry  sto re in Omaha, Xebr., and 
asked to see some rings. When Hoberman opened a display case, the  man 
grabbed a rack containing seve ral rings and  ran out the  door. Hoberman got
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In to  h is  car an ti ch as ed  th e man , stop pi ng and ho ld in g him  a t gu np oi nt  un ti l off ice rs ar ri ve d.  (O mah a,  Ne br ., Wor ld-H erald. )
As Mr s. Mild red M in er  of  Yo rk,  Pa. , w as  sto pp ed  in  her  car a t an  in te rse ct io n fo ur yo uth s em er ge d fr om  a nea rb y st o re  an d sh oo k th e ca r,  a tt e m p tin g to  ti p  it  over.  Mrs.  M in er  poi nt ed  a  te a r ga s gu n a t  th em  and th ey  tied . (Y ork , Pa ., Gaz et te  d  D ail y)
H eari ng  no ise s in h is  st or e,  gro ce r Ly le Sm ith of  O ri ll ia , Io w a,  ca lled  po lic e an d hi s son- in- law , L a rr y  Adk ins. B ot h Adk in s an d po lic e arr iv ed  about th e sa m e tim e.  Adk ins, arm ed  w ith  a sh ot gu n,  stop pe d tw o in tr u d e rs  a tt em p ti ng  to  flee  f ro m  th e officers. (D es  M oine s, Io w a, Tri bu ne )
Rub en  Blech w as  si tt in g  in his  home  in Van Nu ys,  Cal if. , one nig ht w he n he  heard  someone  ta m peri ng  w ith  th e  do orkn ob . Fro m  a windo w he  sa w  tw o me n tr y in g  to  find  an  un lock ed  do or  o r windo w. W he n one fina lly  ente re d  th ro ugh  a windo w, Bl ec h co ve red him  w ith  a sh ot gu n an d he ld  him fo r po lice. T he o th er pr ow le r w as  a rr est ed  la te r.  (V an N uys , Ca lif ., N ew s)
Tw o men  ar m ed  w ith  a re vo lv er  en te re d  Antho ny  B en ac qui st o’s b a r in  D etr o it , Mi ch. , an d or de re d him to  em pt y th e ca sh  re gis te r.  Uno bs erve d,  h is  w ife M ary,  63, gr ab be d a sh ot gu n fr om  it s st and  an d he ld  one  bandit  a t  ba y w hile th e  o th er fled.  (D et ro it , Mich. , N ew s)
Thre e yo un g me n ente re d  Leo nar d K ap la n ’s gr oc ery st or e in B ra in erd , Minn. , pu ll ed  a knif e an d a pis to l an d fo rc ed  K ap la n  to  giv e them  mo ney fr om  th e  ti ll . A cu st om er  en te ri ng  th e  st ore  d is tr ac te d  th e you th s an d ga ve  K ap la n  an  op port un it y  to  dra w  lii s pi stol , d is arm  them , and ho ld  th em  fo r po lice. (M in neapoli s, M in n. , S ta r)
Bea um on t, Te x.,  st ore keeper S. M at su ok a did n’t  pa ni c whe n a man  en te re d  h is  st ore , lev eled  a pi st ol a t him , and sa id  “ I ’m going  to sh oo t yo u. ’’ In s te ad , M at su ok a re ac he d fo r h is  ow n gu n.  T he  bandit  fled.  (B ca ui no ni , Tex ., E n te r pr ise)
H ear in g a ba ng ing no ise ou ts id e hi s H as ting s.  Mich., home , Ha l Olsen gr ab bed  a .22 pi st ol  an d w en t outs id e to  fin d tw o men  bre ak in g in to  a ve nd ing m ac hi ne  nex t do or . He he ld  th e p a ir  fo r po lic e. (H ast in gs,  Mich., B an ne r Pr es s)W al ki ng  to  wor k about 5 A.M. w eari ng  s tr e e t clo thes , Lan sing . Mich. , po lic eman  R ic hard  Miles w as  ac co st ed  by  a m an  w ie ld in g a st ra ig ht- ed ged  ra zor an d de m an din g mo ney. Mile s pul le d h is  .38 Sp ec ia l an d arr est ed  th e man . (L ansi ng, Mich ., S ta te  J ourn al)
Se eing  tw o me n rippin g up  his  backyar d  fence, Leo na rd  A. Rus hi n of  S y ra cu se , N.Y. , tu rn ed  on hi s po rc h li gh ts  an d th e me n le ft . The y re tu rn ed  an  hour la te r,  bu t R us hi n w as  pre par ed  fo r th em  and fir ed  a pi st ol sh ot in to  th e  a ir . The  p a ir  fled.  (S yr ac us e,  N .Y ., P ost -S ta ndard )
A yo ut h walke d in to  a ro as t be ef  d in er in W or ce st er , Mass.,  w ith  one hand  in  his  po ck et , an d to ld  st o re  m anager N or m an  G ao ue tte  “G ive  me  your  mon ey . I ha ve  a gu n.” G ao ue tte  pu lled  a p is to l fr om  under  th e  co unte r and sa id  “I  hav e a gun al so .” The  yo ut h fled . (W orc es te r,  Mass.,  Eve nin g G aze tt e)K en ne th  Bus hn el l, son of  a H inck ley,  Il l.,  an ti que de al er , ch ec ke d his  p a r en ts ’ ho us e pe riod ic al ly  w hi le  th ey  w er e on va ca tion be ca us e se ve ra l an ti ques ha d been stol en . On on e v is it  he  di sc ov er ed  tw o me n in si de th e house, an d he ld  one of  them  a t gu np oi nt  fo r po lic e. T he  o th er fled  bu t w as  a rr est ed  la te r.  (C ol lector 's W ee kl y,  K erm it , Tex.)
Jo hn  F. Thu de  of C han dle r,  Ar iz. , re tu rn ed  home  to  find a st ra nge c a r  in  his  dr iv ew ay , an d to ld  th e  d ri ver to leav e.  H e th en  w en t in si de  an d notice d  th a t se ve ra l ite m s w er e m issing . li e  gr ab be d a .22 pi sto l an d ch as ed  th e  ca r.  di sc ov ered  hi s m is sing  p ro pert y  in  th e tr unk , an d he ld  th e d ri ver fo r po lic e.  (M esa,  Ari z. , Tri bu ne)
Tw o me n ac co sted  Guise pp e T ra pan i in  his  M on ta ra , Cal if. , se rv ice s ta ti o n  an d in fo rm ed  him. “T his  is  a ho ld up .” T ra pan i pu lle d a .32 pi st ol  an d he ld  on e of  them  fo r police. The  o th er fled,  h u rr ie d  al on g by  th re e w arn in g  sh ots  T ra p a n i fir ed  in to  th e grou nd . (H a lf  M oo n Bay . Cal if, , R evie w )
Awak en ed  sh or tly a f te r  m id nig ht by  a bre ak in g  bas em en t windo w. Ulysses - G. W ar d of  Sea tt le . W as h. , fo un d a b u rg la r in  h is  home  an d hel d hi m  a t pis to l poin t unti l po lic e ar ri ved . (S ea tt le . W as h. . T im es)
Jo se ph  A. P anaro  w as  alon e in  his  W ilm in gt on . De l., li quor st ore  whe n a gu nm an  en te re d an d de m an de d mo ney. P an a ro  sa id  he  d id n’t ha ve  an y.  an d th e  m an  or de re d him  to  em pt y hi s po ck ets.  P an aro  pu lle d a .22 p is to l from  his  po ck et,  an d th e gu nm an  tu rn ed  an d fled . (W ilm in gto n. De l., Eve nin g Journ al)D al e Oak es  of  W at so nt ow n.  Pa. , arr iv ed  a t h is  co in -o pe ra ted ca r w as h n ea r M ilt on , Pa. , ju s t in  tim e to  see  tw o yo un g me n pry  ope n a coin box an d ta ke
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money from it. The pa ir atte mpted  to flee, but  stopped  when Ohkes fired two 
warning shot s from his .30-06 rifle. He then held them at gunp oint  until police 
arrived . (Th e Daily Item,  Sunbury , Pa.)

At a Chillicothe, Ohio, service sta tion, a young man bent on robbery produced 
a blackjack and  told sta tion manager Ray A. Kimbler, Jr ., “Don’t move.” 
Kimbler  grabbed a pisto l and detained the  man  un til  police arr ived. (Ch illi
cothe, Ohio, Gaze tte)

When Robert Mauk, sales man ager of a Louisvil le, Ky., used car  lot, saw 
two men try ing  to  st ar t a car on the  lot at  2 A.M., he got a revo lver  and orde red 
them to stop. One man sta rte d to drive the  car  awa y but  stopped when Mauk 
fired a warning shot. The other ran,  but  was apprehen ded by police as he was 
get ting  into  ano the r stolen car down the stre et. (Louisv ille, Ky.,  Times)

As a gun-wie lding youth was in the  process  of holding up Ernest Duncan’s 
grocery stor e in Kansas City, Kans., Duncan’s wife  entered the  store.  The 
you th’s att ent ion  was  dis tracted momentarily—ju st  long enough for  Duncan to 
reac h under the counter  and produce his pistol. He disa rmed the  gunm an and 
held him f or police. (Kansas  City, Mo., Tim es)

El l ’aso, Tex., service  sta tio n att endant  Kevin Murray  was  accosted by a 
man holding his rig ht hand und er his sh irt  as if he had  a pistol. The man or
dered  Murray into the  service sta tion oflice. Mur ray reached into  his car,  pulled 
out his .38 automatic, and held the thug at  gunpoint  while  a customer called 
police. (El  Paso, Tex., Times)

Atlanta, Ga., police answ ering a call found Mrs. Jam es F. Brown, wife of 
the  night superin tenden t of police, calmly holding a burgla ry suspect at  gun
point. Seeing two men driv e up to a neighboring house  while  the  owners were  
away, she had  grabbed a pistol and  cap tured one. The second fled. (At lan ta,  
Ga., Con stitu tion)

After a burglary attem pt was  made on Ralph Niese’s tav ern  in Ham ler, 
Ohio, Niese decided to sleep the re for  a few* nigh ts. Awakened at  5 A.M. one 
day by a ca r stopping at  the  rear  of the tave rn, he saw tw’o men approaching  
the rear  door with  sacks in hand . He met them with a shotgun and marched 
them to the towui jail . (Farmland News, Archbold, Ohio)

Aroused from bed by noises at  the  fro nt door of his Oakley, Calif., tavern , 
Melvin Perei ra took a .22 rifle and  surpris ed two teen agers try ing  to break in. 
li e held one of the m;  the  oth er ran , but was apprehen ded lat er . (Con tra Costa 
Times,  Walnut Creek, Calif. )

A gunman ente red Mrs. Sonimie Bill er's re sta uran t in Detroit, Mich., leaped 
over the counter and demanded money. Confronted by Mrs. Bi lle r’s .38 revolver, 
the  sta rtled  ban dit leaped  back over the  counter  and  dashed  out  the  door. 
(Detroit,  Mich., News)

When Mrs. Jun e Chastain of Haml in, N.Y., entered he r home, a st rang er  
grabbed her  from behind and  forced her  up the sta irs . As she nea red  the  top 
of the  sta irs , she kicked back, knocking him down the  sta irs . She then rushed  
to the  bedroom, grabbed a hun ting  rifle, and  chased the  man from the  house. 
(Rochester, N.Y., Timcs-Vnion)

A would-be robber  wmlked into  a grocery in Scot tsdale , Ga., and  poin ted a 
.25 cal. pistol at  the operator.  When he found himself facing the opera tor ’s .45, 
he pocketed  his gun, grinned, said  “I was ju st  kidd ing,” and  walked out. Then 
he went around the  corn er and  robbed a superm arket. (At lan ta,  Ga., Constitu 
tion)

A teenaged boy stepped up to Roy L. Dorsey’s ca r in a Kan sas  City. Mo., 
par kin g lot. and pointed a pisto l at  him. As Dorsey, 81, talked  to the  youth, he 
brou ght  a pistol  from ben eath h is car  seat. The youth ran , b ut Dorsey  gave chase 
and  he ld him for police. (Kansas City, Mo., Star)

Willie  F. Browm awoke about 2 A.M. to discover an in tru de r standing in a 
dark ened room of his San Antonio, Tex., home. Brown held the  man at  rifle 
point while  his wife called police. (San Antonio,  Tex., New s)

Seventeen-year-old Clifford Kei th of Kan sas  City. Kans ., encountered  a 
str ange r with a gun when he was  leav ing for  work. He ran into  his house  for  
a shotgun and return ed to disa rm and hold the  man at  gunpo int while his 
mother called  police. The man had  been fleeing Sta te highway patro lmen . 
(Kansas City, Mo., Star)

When a Seat tle, Wash.,  grocery  store manager refused to cash a check, the 
“custo mer” produced a pisto l and told the manag er to go to the  back room. 
The manager pulled his own pistol from a hip hols ter, and the  man turned  and 
fled. (Seattle, Wash., Times)
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Mrs. Rosland  Albury of Key Largo, Fla ., was awakened from a nap  by a young int ruder pulling at  her  kitehen screen. When he got inside he found himself sta rin g into the barrel of her  .32 pisto l. She called po lic e; then  when the youth  said  he was hungry, she lixed him a pea nut bu tte r sandwich . (Ja cksonville, Fla., Times-Union)
Hearing noises  late ut nigh t in his Sheswold, Del., gunshop, Gera ld Lewis rushed down from his apa rtm ent  above in time to see a man tiee with two handguns. Lewis grabbed Ids shotgun, ran  into  the str ee t and  tired a warning  shot. The man dropped the handguns and was arrest ed.  ( Wilmington , Del., Morning Ne ws)
Returning to her  apa rtment  from shopping,  Ann Pinker ton  of Trenton, N.J., found a man helping himself to her  food. He r screa ms were  heard  by Mario D’Antonio and his son John,  who rushed to her  rescue and  cornere d the intru der  with shotguns. The man was accused of breaking into two other homes in the neighborhood. (Tren ton, N.J., Times)Dublin, Calif., ranche r Fra nci s Croak was tire d of prowlers on his property,  so he and Ins son kept watch  from a barn  one night . When a trio arr ive d and  began tamp ering with  the barn  lock, Croak told them to halt . They  tied, Croak  shot out a tir e on the ir truc k with  a shotgun, tired several warning shots, captured the three , and held them for  sheriff’s deputies . (Dublin , Calif., Herald News)
When two men atte mp ted  to rob a Rockford,  111., motel, clerk  Huber t Hag- wood picked up a small revolver from behind  the cash register . As he cocked it, the men fled. (Rockford,  III., Morning S tar )Mr. and Mrs. Clifton Fryman  thought they  heard burglar s in thei r Dallas, Tex., pharmacy, so they called police and ente red the store with the  officers. When a bur glar sudde nly appe ared  and pointed a pistol at  Mrs. Fryman , her husband stepped from behind with a rifle and  disarmed the  man. (Dallas, Tex., Times  Herald )
A Whittie r, Calif., woman was alone in her  home when she heard someone breaking  in a side door. She located a pistol  and called out th at  she would fire through the door if the bur glar did not leave. He immediately ran  away . (ir /ii f- ticr, Calif., Daily New s)
Seeing a stra nge car  near a neighbor’s house while the  res idents  were  away, Edw ard E. Jacobs of Atlanta, Ga., found two men in the bouse. He wen t next door and called police, borrowed a shotgun, and return ed to hold one of the men for officers. The othe r escaped but  was cap tured later.  (Atla nta , Ga., Consti tut ion )
When a man broke in the rear  door of the  Salem. N.H., home of Karlis  Dums, he found Dums waitin g for him, revolver in hand. The bu rglar  turned  and fled empty-handed, and was picked up sho rtly  the reaft er  by police. (Lawrence,  Mass., Eagle-Tribun e)
Awakened by a baby crying, Scott  Emerson of Dallas, Tex., wen t to investigate and surprised a burglar  padding  down the hall in stocking feet. Emerson drew his pistol and held the man, who la ter adm itted to several bur glaries  and rapes. (Dallas, Tex.. Morning News)Seeing two men brea king into his car  in Seattle, Clifford W. Barks, 29. of San Diego. Calif., fired his pistol into the  air . The men fled. Barks  was then charged with discharg ing a firearm and was  convicted in Municipal Court . On appeal,  however, Judge F. A. Walter ski rchen dismissed the case because a prosecution witness failed to appear. The judg e rendered an informal opinion th at  the  Seat tle city  ordinance is unc ons titu tion al because it makes no exceptions for  f iring guns in defense of self  o r property.  (Sea ttle . Wash.. Tim es)The Denver Post has named service sta tion manager  Dave Vigil of Denver  to its  “Gallery of Fam e” for  stopp ing a robbery at  his stat ion . A man pulled  a gun on Vigil and took $156. As he was leaving. Vigil took a .22 revolver  f rom a draw er, stopped the  robber, disarmed him, and held him for  police. (Denver, Colo.. Post)
Hea ring the owner of a clothing store nex t door yell for  help, Cha rles  W. Parke r, a Jackson Heights, N.Y., rea ltor , grabbed his .38 revolver and responded. He found the  store owner struggling with a robber, whom he ordered to “put vour hands on top of your head and stand back  aga inst  the wal l,” keeping him the re unt il police arrived . (Long Island. N.T.. Press)Receiving a tip  from a neighbor at  4 a.m. that  someone was try ing  to steal his pickup  truck,  Joe Goodnight of Concord, N.C.. grabbed his gun and ran  to investiga te. He chased and caug ht two men and a woman who were stea ling  the  truck . (Concord, N.C., Tribune)
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Henuis Wagner of Pasadena,  Calif., looked out his window near midnight 
and saw two youths break into the yard  of an auto center nearby. While his 
wife called police, Wagner cornered the youths and held them at gunpoint unti l 
officers arrived. (Pasadena, Calif., Star-News)

A man walked into James Cole’s bar in El Paso, Tex., picked up a beer bot
tle, smashed it against the bar, thru st it near Cole’s face, and demanded money. 
Instead of money, Cole took a .38 revolver from the till, whereupon the man 
dropped the bottle and ran out. (El Paso, Tex., Times)

Ilear ing a noise late at night in his Tallahassee, Fla., store, Mel Gidden le ft 
his apartm ent in the rear  to investigate, armed with a .22 rifle. He was jumped 
by the intruder and disarmed, but Mrs. Gidden picked up the fallen rifle and 
hit the burglar  on the  head. Gidden held him at gunpoint unti l a deputy sheriff 
arrived. (Tallahassee, Fla., Democrat)

Two youths armed with a pistol attempted to rob a Des Moines, Iowa, del ica
tessen, but turned and fled when owner David Fishel pointed a revolver at 
them. The rest aurateur foiled a similar  attempt less than two years ago. (Des

- Moines, Iowa, Tribune)
Michael Korecki, owner of an Elmira, N.Y., liquor store, didn’t scare easily 

* when three men attempted to rob his store. He picked up a pistol kept nearby 
and told them, “Get out or I’ll blast you.” The th ree fled. (Elmira, N.Y., Sunday
Telegram)

Matthew Meyers, proprietor of Matty's Hideaway in Cornwall, N.Y., heard 
someone breaking into his establishment late at night and armed himself. He 
apprehended the intruder, holding him at gunpoint until  police arrived.  (New
burgh, N.Y., Evening Nervs)

An Anchorage, Alaska, man heard someone breaking into a school next door 
at 3 a.m. While his wife called police, the man got a gun and stopped the 
burglar. (Anchorage, Alaska, Daily News)

A 15-year-old boy described by police as being “very wild and under the in
fluence of drugs,” was captured and held at gun point by Clifford Morningstar  
whose Middletown, Ohio, home he attempted to enter illegally. Morningstar 
turned the youth over to the police who charged him with  being under the in
fluence of drugs and damaging property. (Middletown, Ohio, Journal)

Mrs. Wesley Heinrich of Redding, Calif., returned home to find two men 
burglarizing her house. Seeing the culpri ts run into the brush  surrounding her 
home, Mrs. Heinrich ducked inside the house and came out with a .22 rifle. She 
flushed the pair and held them until police arrived. (Red Bluff, Calif., Daily 
News)

Henry O. Coldani, Jr., a Stockton, Calif., bar owner, heard breaking glass at 
a wig shop next door, picked up his pistol and went to investigate. He found a 
burglar leaving the shop and held him until  officers a rrived.  (Stockton,  Calif., 
Record)

Four youths, one carrying a gun, entered a San Jose, Calif., marke t and 
ordered the clerk, Lawrence Ruiz, to empty the cash registe r. Ruiz turned on 
one of the robbers only to be hit on the head with a hammer. During the melee 
a second clerk, Steven Scott, grabbed a  rifle under the counter and stopped the 
attackers. Only one of the hoodlums managed to escape. (San Jose, Calif., 
Mercury-News)

Harold K. Holt was parked at a Waynesville, Mo., drive-in when he saw a 
boy breaking into a nearby service station.  He drove over to the building and 
ordered the youth out at the point of a shotgun. State  troopers were notified 
and took charge of the suspect. (Springfield, Mo., Leader-Press)

Mrs. Coleen Remey of Santa Ana, Calif, woke up one morning and saw an 
intruder advancing toward her with a raised knife. When she screamed, he fled 
the room. Her husband armed himself, pursued the intruder, and captured  him 
before he could unlock the  patio door and escape. (Santa Ana, Calif., Register)

After his Milwaukee, Wis., home had been burglarized, Henry Renner, who 
works nights, purchased revolvers for his wife and 16-year-old daughter. Some 
time later, Mrs. Renner was awakened by a suspicious early-morning noise 
downstairs. She and her daughter  armed themselves, and confronted a hooded 
intruder. The daughter fired three times and chased the man out of the house 
into an alley where he disappeared. (Milwaukee, Wis., Journal)

Opening his front door at 11:00 p.m., Robert Epstein of Brattleboro, Vt., 
discovered two men with stockings drawn over their  faces, one of them carry
ing a knife. Epstein quickly slammed the door and yelled out tha t he had a 
gun, whereupon the strangers fled. (Brattleboro, Vt., Daily Reformer)
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An elec tric ala rm sound ing at  Neill Doane’s home one night ale rted him th at 
his Londonderry , Vt., spo rtin g goods store had been illega lly ente red.  After 
notifying  the  police, he called several  friends, then went armed to the  shop. 
They cap tured three burglars emerg ing from the stor e laden with  guns and  
ammunition, and  held  them at  gun point until police arr ived. (Brattleboro , Vt., 
Duily Reformer)

Springfield , Mo., jewelry  stor e owner  Robert Lockm iller purcha sed  a re 
volver af te r robbers stole several thousand dol lars  in merchandise. One month 
late r, when two arme d hoodlums entered  his store , Lockmiller  immedia tely  
grabbed his revo lver  and concealed himself in the  sto re office. Af ter  one of the  
ban dit s tir ed , Lockmil ler fired twice, scaring  the two out of his store. (Spring - 
field, Mo., Daily  News )

During Washington, D.C., civil dis turb anc es in September, a crowd of you ths  
slipped  past police lines and  atte mpted  to break into  the Monarch Novel ty Co. 
Greeted by the  owner’s son, who was  armed with a shotgun,  the  crowd re
trea ted, moved down the street, and looted ano the r stor e inst ead . (Wash ing ton , 
D.C., Star )

Fra nk  Messineo of Downey, Calif., ignored his door bell when it  rang  a t 3:00 • 
a.m. But a few minutes late r, he heard  someone e ntering  his apar tm en t thr ough 
a side window. Messineo took a .25 automatic and  c aptured the burgla r. (H un t
ington, Calif., Daily S ignal)

David Kline, a night-clerk  in a Phoenix , Ariz, market,  thw art ed  a robb ery 
attempt by two youths dur ing  ear ly morn ing hours . One grabbed Kline aro und 
the neck and  held a knife  to his stomach, while the  other cleaned out the  cash 
regis ter. When two customers  ente red,  the  pa ir ran into  the  back of the  store . 
That gave Kline  an opportunity  to grab a shot  gun and  apprehend  the  you ths  
at  the back door. (Phoenix, Ariz. , Gazette)

A man wearing a paper-bag mask  drew  a pistol on Leon Mat thews, Inte ndi ng 
to rob the Augusta, Ga., store , in which Matthews works.  Pul ling out his own 
gun, M atthe ws scared the man out of th e s tore. (Augusta, Ga., Chronicle-Herald)

Albert  Gottfr ied and Norber t Melczak, officers of a Toledo, Ohio, Feder al 
Cred it Union, were transp ort ing  a .$70,000 payro ll when the  dri ver of anoth er 
car  and a gunman atte mpted  to rob them. The driver  tri ed  to force Gott
fri ed ’s car off the  road. Th at maneuver  failing, the  armed man stepped out  into 
the street and  shouted, “Hold it ! ” Gottfr ied  pointed  his revo lver  at  the  man.  
He dropped to the  ground and  the  payroll  car  sped safely past. (Toledo,  Ohio, 
Times)

Two men ente red Joseph  Albion’s Niaga ra Fal ls, N.Y., jew elry  sto re and  
asked to see the “big expens ive stuf f.” After Albion showed them  a ring , one 
of the  men drew  a pistol, and  orde red the store owner  to wrap  up some of the  
jewelry. Pre tendin g he did not hea r, Albion grabbed a pistol and aime d it  at  
the two. The gun wield er fired once, ba rely  missing Albion, before both would-be 
bandits  fled to a car. (Niagara Palls, N.Y.,  Gaze tte)

When Ernest N, Whi te of Sea ttle , Wash.,  observed two suspiciou s men lea v
ing a local dry clean ing establishme nt, he called police and  followed with a 
rifle. One of the  men dropped a bag of money when White confron ted them.  At 
gunpoint White held the two unt il police arr ived. (Seatt le, Wash ., Outlook)

Joseph Ragone of Mamaroneck, N.Y., rou ted a man who produced a revolver  
in Ragone’s liquor store and demanded money. The  store owner grabbed a gun 
and fired two shot s over the  man’s head,  before  the  robber  fled down the  
street. (Mamaroneck , N.Y., The Daily  T imes)

A 250-1 h. lioness  that, escaped ne ar  Boring , Oreg., killed a horse,  wounded 
one dog, and was abou t to mu tilate  ano ther, when chi ldren’s screams ale rted 
Dan D. Tano ry. He grabbed his big-game rifle and  shot the  lioness in time to 
save the dog. (Portland,  Oreg., Oregon Journal)

Noticing someone breakin g into  a neighbor’s apartme nt,  Gary Messersmith, 
of San ta Ana. Calif., phoned police and  wen t to the  rear  of the  apart me nt wi th  
his shotgun . He arrived  in time  to inte rcept a man climbing out of the  re ar  
window with a typewr iter . Messersmith covered him until  police arrived . (Los 
Angeles. Calif., Times)

A man ente red an Oklahoma City, Okla., dry  cleaner’s shop whe re Clarence 
Mays, 02. was working , and ordered Mays to open the  cash  registe r. Believ ing 
the man had  a concealed firearm. Mays ducked behind the  counter  to get a 
gun. The crook ducked on the  opposi te side. Peering  over the  counter  he looked 
str aigh t into Mays’ gun bar rel . A moment la te r he craw led to the  door and  ran  
down the street. (Oklahoma City, Okla., Daily Oklahoman)
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Late one evening W. A. Hendrix became suspicious of two men busily load
ing a station wagon in front  of a Birmingham, Ala., construction site. Taking 
a shotgun from his home. Hendrix went across the stree t to investigate. The 
pair attempted  to escape in the car, and when they refused to stop, Hendrix 
tired. The car crashed into a tr ee ; one man tied and was captured la te r; Hen
drix held the  other unti l sheriff’s deputies  arrived. (Birmingham, Ala., Birming
ham News)

When White Plains, N.Y., service station attendant Wallace Rouse, 60, found 
a man taking money from the stati on’s cash register, he grabbed a gun and 
tired at the thief. The lat ter dropped the money and ran. (New lioehelle, 
N.Y., Standard-Star)

N. D. Stanford grabbed a shotgun when awakened by suspicious noises com
ing from his Cobb County, Ga., country store. He exchanged shots with an armed 
intruder who tied, leaving his shoes behind. (Atlanta , Ga., Constitution)

Four would-be robbers of a Point of Rocks, Md., liquor store were thwarted 
by a 40-year-old woman clerk. Mrs. Amelia Young, who produced a .38 revolver 
from beneath the counter and trained it on them. The four tied by car.  (Fred
erick, Md., News)

When a robber pulled a knife and demanded money from St. Louis, Mo., 
food store owner William Heidemaun, Mrs. Heidemann quickly passed her hus
band a pistol. The thug hurled the knife at Heidemann, missed, and fled amid 
a hail of pistol shots. He was later arrested . (Sf. Louis, Mo., Post-Dispatch)

[From the Boston Globe, Mar. 11, 1973]

F ire arms  : T h e  N eed for P rotection 

(By Prescott D. Crout)
The term “gun control” has no precise meaning. No one wants to see a 

loaded, cocked, automatic pistol in the hands of a chi ld; hence everyone is in 
favor of some kind of gun control. But to the antigun forces “gun control” at 
present means “banning handguns.” This fact must be kept in mind. Criminals 
will benefit by any gun confiscation because they will be able to use firearms 
without confrontation.

Proficiency in the use of firearms is necessary for defense, both national and 
personal. And this proficiency is developed through the sport of targ et shoot
ing, which is fostered by the National Rifle Association. Attainment of such 
proficiency increases the chance tha t a man will survive in war and reduces 
the chance tha t a person will become a victim of crime or accident in peace. 
The principal use of handguns is for the protection of life and property, in 
parti cula r the protection of home and family.

Using the crime rate  for burglary in Massachusetts in 1973, and assuming 
tha t people live three to a house, i t can be shown t hat  over a period of 30 years  
there is a 71 percent chance th at a person’s home will be invaded at leas t once. 
Hence the question as to what one should do if an intrude r enters his home 
is not irrelevant. Since it is then too late to call the police, the ultim ate de
fense of a person’s home falls to him.

It  is often stated tha t if a person’s home is invaded by a criminal, he should 
not resist. The eight nurses who were murdered by Richard Speck in their  
Chicago apartment in 1966 would not now, if alive, consider this to be good 
advice. It is unfor tunate tha t they did not have a handgun.

A happier  outcome occurred in the case of Mrs. Constance Howard of Bolton, 
who with her husband was attacked in thei r home by three  armed robbers 
in 1974. After she had been beaten and thrown in a closet, and her husband 
had been beaten and tied up. she grabbed a handgun from the closet and killed 
one of the invaders, whereupon the o ther two fled.

It  has also been sta ted tha t if a man resists an  intruder, and shootout occurs, 
the man, not the intruder, would be shot. This is not true. In every issue of 
“The American Rifleman,” the monthly publication of the NRA, there is a page 
entitled “The Armed Citizen,” on which are detailed cases in which the crim
inal was defeated. In any case i f he does not resist  he places his family at the 
mercy of a crim ina l; and there are other crimes besides burglary, such as rape, 
assault,  kidnapping and murder.
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It lias been said that  a handgun does not provide good home protect ion,  since  for  every robber stopped by a homeowner with a handgun, fou r home owners are killed in handgun accident s. This sta tem ent confuses two differen t th in gs: protectio n aga ins t int ruders and  danger  of  acc ident .In regard to accidents,  the re were 2700 accidenta l dea ths  due to fire arm s in 3073 in the  United States, which is 1.3 per 100,000 popu lation. The death  ra tes due to othe r types  of acciden ts for  1073 a re  us follows : Motor  vehicle acciden ts, 26.6; falls , 8.1; drowning, 4.1; fires, burns, death s asso ciate d with tires,  3.0;  poisoning, 1.8; suffocation due to ingested object, 1.2; poison ing by gases and  vapors (mostly carbon  m onox ide) , 0.7; all other types, 8.0.It  is thus evident th at  firea rms are but a mino r cause of accidents.Accidents involving guns are prevented  by prop er tra in ing in the use of firearms,  not by the ir proh ibition. The Nati ona l Itifie Assoc iation has  play ed a major role in prov iding  such trai nin g. In all of the  shoo ting act ivi ties of the  N'RA since its  beginning in 1871 the re has  not been a single fa ta li ty ; and  not a single  accident.
One can imagine  what would happen if people drove autom obile s with no tra in ing  whatsoever . Such a sit uat ion  is avoided not  by bann ing  autom obiles , but by requ iring ade qua te dr ive r training .
It  has  been said that  since hal f of the  suicides are comm itted  using hand guns, “the  suicide rat e would be considerably lower  if handguns were  ban ned .” This sta tem ent  is not true , as is evidenced by the  following facts.The suicide ra te  has varie d but  lit tle  dur ing  23 years, being 11.4 per  100,000 populat ion in 1950, and 11.6 in 1970 and 1973; and hence does not reflect the increase in the  number  of guns since 1950.The suicide rat e in New York Sta te with  its  str ic t Sul livan law, which , in effect, bans handguns,  is 90 percent  that  of Massachuset ts. Thi s figure pertains to 1969, the most rece nt yea r for  which da ta are avai labl e, and  a ye ar  in which Massac husetts  gun laws were not as str ic t a s they a re  now.In countries such as France , Sweden, and pa rti cu lar ly  Jap an,  where the  gun laws are much more str ic t tha n they are in the  Uni ted Sta tes,  the suicide ra tes  are  considerably higher tha n they are here.Whethe r a person commits suicide depends upon the  depth of his depres sion. and  not upon the  avail ab ili ty of any pa rti cu lar means of self-dest ruct ion.  In the  book “Firearm s and Violence in American Life,” by George D. Newton and Fra nk lin  E. Zimring  (July 1969) it is sta ted  th at  “there  is lit tle  reas on to expec t th at  reducing the  avail abilit y of firea rms wou ld cause a significant reduction in suicides.”
A random ly selected  sample of six phys icians on the  sta ff of the  Pennsylvania State  Univers ity was inte rviewed  on the  role of firearms in suicide. All six  said  that  they believed th at  the re was no casual  rela tionsh ip between firea rms and  suicide. Also, Dr. Albe rt Ingram, Directo r of the  Un ive rsi ty He alth Service, psy chiatri st, and professor of c linical psychology said :“I can find no defin itive studie s of the  possible relati onship of the  avail abilit y of guns and suicide. The  only sta tem ents I can make would be based on personal exper ience  and  psychia tric  training. A person in tent  on suicide, of course, does not need a gun to accompl ish his  pur pos e; and  when  someone feels th at  depressed he will suicide wi th whatever  means lie wishes, whether the  means are  read ily avai labl e or not.”

[F rom th e Washing ton Sta r,  Ju ne 1, 197 5]
2 J udges Armed for Self Defense

Raleigh, N.C. (A P) —Two Sup erio r Cou rt pudges  say they have  arm ed the mselves because  they need the  protec tion.
“I t’s not an unheard  of thing for  a judge to get him self  dus ted off,” Judge Jam es Bailey  said. “I like life and  I want to keep on liv ing .”“There ’s always th at  one nu t,” Judge Donnie  Smith said . “Anytime you are  try ing  a man for a major felony,  you watch it. You ju st  don’t know wha t’s going to happen.”
Bai ley car ries  a light autom atic pisto l and  Smith has a .38-caliber shor t barre l revolver.
Bai ley  has  been a judge 10 years, and  Smith a lit tle  more than  two. Nei ther has ever  needed to use a gun, bu t both say the re hav e been some anxious moments .
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The judges  say they  fee l compelled to arm  themselves because of threat eni ng 
telephone cal ls and  let ter s. Two judges have been mur dered in the  nat ion  in the 
last seven mouths.

In  Febru ary , Louisa County , Va., Judge S. A. Cunningham, 66, was  killed  
during a tr ia l by a man tirin g a sawed oft shotgun. Last November, Wanaque, 
N.J.,  Municipa l Court Jud ge Joseph Crescente, 71, was murdered in his cou rt
room by a sho t fired from  across the  s tree t.

And in San Rafael , Calif.,  in August 1970, Superior Cour t Judge Harold J. 
Ha ley  and  thr ee  other persons died in a shoo tout  dur ing an escape  attemp t.

A few mon ths ago, Dis t. Atty.  Bur ley Mitchell said, a def end ant  pulled a 
gun during a Di str ict  Court tr ia l in Raleigh . Also, court officials have found 
guns on people enterin g the  courtroom , he said.

Bai ley  and  Smith mu st tra ve l the  sta te  try ing  cases. They say  th at  makes 
them more  v ulne rable.

Both judges  say they have  a num ber  of guns at  home—pisto ls, rifles and 
shotguns. “I  have enough guns to st ar t a wa r,” Bailey said.

St ate law allow s “officers of the  state (or  local governments) charged  with  
execut ion of the  laws of the  sta te  when  act ing  in the discharge of thei r official 
du tie s” to c ar ry  a  concealed weapon.

Bai ley said his  philosophy  is th at  “trou ble is wh at you don’t wan t” and  “the 
bes t way to avoid (i t)  is to be prepa red  for it. ”

Mr. Conyers. Ou r next  witness is the  pres iden t of the  Antique 
Ann s Collectors Association of Mich igan, John  Chalapis . He  is ac
companied by Ben Stanczyk, now an attorney and fo rmerly a member 
of the  jud ici ary  who served with  some dist inct ion in thi s very  build
ing. As a mat ter  of fact , I  may have  prac ticed before  him on more 
than  one occasion.

I am del igh ted  to have both  of you here. I  don’t know if we can 
cons ider  the cha irman unduly influenced by thi s combination of 
persons. I  have  just foun d out th at  Mr. Cha lapis is a classmate of 
mine,  da tin g back many years. Although I have resis ted invitat ions 
to sit  wi th you, I  have  accepted  pho tographs of our  classmates at 
Nor thw estern  H igh School. We are very  pleased th at  you could both  
be wi th us. We have  your  s tatement, which will be incorpora ted  into  
the  record. You may proced as you choose.

We are a lit tle  sh ort  of t ime because the new De tro it representa tive , 
Air. Aar on Lowery, is go ing to tes tify  and a Wayne County commis
sioner will tes tify  af ter him, Mr. George Killeen, so we are  faced 
wi th  a c runch for  time.

TE STIM ON Y OF JOHN  CHALAPIS,  PR ES ID EN T,  AN TIQ UE  ARMS
COLLECTORS’ ASSOCIATION OF MICHIGA N, ACCO MPANIED BY
HON. BE NJA MIN  C. STANCZYK

Mr. CiiALAris. Thank you, Mr. Cha irman, members of the  c ommit
tee. I  wish to than k you for  allowing  us to app ear  here  as rep re
sentativ es of the larges t gun collectors organiz ation in the Sta te of 
Mich igan.

My colleague, the  Hono rable  Judge Stanczyk, a long-t ime collector 
and  member o f our organiza tion , wi ll assis t me.

In  l ieu of the  time, I will try to be as bri ef as possible. I  will try 
also to give you an idea of wha t we s tand for, who are collectors and 
why  we collect.

To best do this , I  would like to quote from  a book called the  Col
lec ting of Guns, and  I  will only give you the  last pa rt  o f it—my pre 
pared  sta tem ent,  and my summary.

52-557—75—pt. 3-----17
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Dr. W. R. F unde rburg , past  president of the American Society of Arms Collectors was asked, why men like and collect guns. He re
plied as follows:

To  one wh o ha s st udie d  gu ns , lov ed gu ns , and av id ly  co lle cted  gun s fo r 25 ye ar s,  th e qu es tio n seem s ab su rd . I t is  lik e ask in g why  men  like  ap pl e pie, 
ri sq ue  st or ie s,  scotch  whi sk ey , o r cu rv ac eo us  gal s in bi ki ni s.  How  is  it  po ss ib le  
no t to lik e an d co lle ct gu ns ?

In seriously try ing  to analyze the appeal of guns and the hobby of collecting them, it becomes apparent tha t th is hobby has a facet  to  attr act  almost every type of individual. Let me give only a few 
examples:

The problems of developing multiple fire and more efficient deto nation have taxed the mechanical ingenuity of man for  500 years.W1 lore would one find a more fascinating series of mechanical devices 1
than the different mechanisms of firearms?

Look at the beaut iful patte rns worked with inlaid  ivory  in a Saxon Dag. Examine the finely engraved designs of anima ls and birds chiseled into the  cold steel barrels of Italian wheel locks. Notice the intricately  carved ebony stocks of French dueling pistols,  the gold overlay on the barrels  and locks, the flowing lines, the perfect  balance. Certainly thi s is the very essence of high art.
What can have more romantic appeal than  the vision of two stalwart gentlemen gravely carrying thei r Wogdons or Nantons to the field of honor at dawn;  there, meticulously a lhering to the Code Duello, to have the ir t ria l by combat to defend the honor of a lovely 

lady.
The world’s history has been molded by man’s abili ty to develop weapons. The historical outline of man’s past 500 years lies clear ly written in any comprehensive collection of guns. Since the inven tion of firearms, wars have been won or lost depending upon the  abil ity to devise, m anufacture, and strategically use these weapons.
But  why continue? To me personally, gun collecting has been an all absorbing hobby. It  has served me as an excellent panacea  to ease the tension and disappointments which plague most o f us today.When T reach home at night aft er an exhausting, fru str ating  day in the opera ting room, with tensions screwed to the  snapping  point,I can effect a magic cure bv simply walking into my gun room. There I can pick up several “ Old Friends.” I  examine them and take them apart for the hundred th time. Miraculously the cares that  infect the day no longer seem so importan t. Suddenly I  am relaxed,  as I sit half 

dozing, dreaming  of a bygone era. Things move back into the ir p roper *perspective, as I realize how insignificant are my petty  troubles and tribula tions. Modern medicine has yet to develop a tranquil izer  comparable to this. And you ask me, “Why do I collect guns?”
In summary, I tru st tha t the foregoing statements have given this committee some insight into gun collecting. Gentlemen, the serious gun collector is not a radical, not a neo-Nazi, and not a kook. Collectors do not condone the use of firearms in crimes and we do not 

condone crime whatsoever, we abhor the illegitimate gun hustlers and parasi tes who a ttempt to associate themselves w ith true  gun collectors. But where do you draw the line? I am sure if given the op
portunity, gun-collector organizations could present to this committee
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guidelines for the purpose of weeding out and controlling gun col
lecting as opposed to gun running.

Restriction on the ownership of guns per se or types of guns is 
not the answer to the crime problem. The real answer lies with in the 
fulfillment of our judic ial responsibilities. I t is time tha t we sta rt 
to strict ly enforce Fede ral and State criminal  laws now on the 
books. We must have speedy prosecution of offenders, and harsh 
judgment for those who abuse the right of a free people to keep and 
bear arms. The logical answer to the problem of the armed criminal 
is to impose severe penalt ies for the commitment of any crime with  
any gun.

Gentlemen, the gun collector is basically opposed to any legislation 
tha t will restr ict his hobby, devaluate his collection or impose undue 
hardships on his or her avocation or the submission of confiscation. 
What we need is consistencies in our laws.

I will stop at this point  and I will pass i t over to Judge Stanczyk.
Mr. Conyers. Thank you very much for your testimony, Doctor.
Judge Stanczyk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to p ut some of what has been said into the context of 

where we sit. What kind of a country is this we are living in? Fi rs t 
of all, the white man came to our shores 350 years ago, he used his gun  
to get game to p ut food on his table but he wasn’t satisfied with that. 
Then he used his gun to wrest the land away from the Indians,  and 
he continued that policy until  he went all the way to the Pacific 
shores.

li e  continued to use his gun to enslave the black man unt il 110 
years ago.

Now we have this kind of heritage. Let’s look at some of our na
tional policies. After President Grant was elected, he felt that  the 
men in the north didn’t have sufficient proficiency with firearms, and 
tha t was the  reason for  the prolongation of the Civil War,  and the 
Office of Civilian Marksmanship was created within  the milit ary. 
And this is what gave rise to the National Rifle Association which I 
have been a member of, and for 100 years the Office of Civilian 
Marksmanship has distributed millions of guns to citizens.

When I was a young lawyer, in the 1930’s citizens came to me for 
a let ter of reference to the ir Congressman so they could buy a surp lus 
mili tary  revolver for $6. This is the background of the country  we 
are living in.

Let ’s look at the media, it ’s been estimated by some tha t a child 
who has gone throu gh h igh school has seen 1.000 people killed on tele
vision. For over 100 years, millions and millions of dime novels and 
pulp magazines have been prin ted in this country and sold in which 
the bad guy with the gun is the hero, and for 50 or 60 or 70 years in 
the movies, the  gun is the great  social equalizer. Now, we have this 
kind of a background in this country. And now we are told that we 
have got to equate crime, the dollar  or guns with tha t of London be
cause guns are registered in London, there isn’t any crime. Mr. Cha ir
man, in every area, whether it be public intoxication, whether  it be 
illegal parking, whether it be the commission of a public nuisance, 
whether it be abortion or arson, the whole gamut of crimes, the peo
ple in Dallas and the people in New York on a per capita  basis get 
from 20 to  50 times as many crimes as the people in London.
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Now, we have thi s background of violence in our  country, we have this  backg round of pro life rat ion  of firearms, and  I don’t th ink  th at  any one statute  or  any gr oup  of  st atu tes  is going to reverse th at  trend .I sit before you as a member of the  ba r of th is Sta te for  36 years, for  9 years I was an assi stan t prosecutor of thi s coun ty, as you well know, Mr. Cha irman, 1 month a year du rin g those  9 years  1 worked mid nights at police hea dquar ters and I saw tho usands  and I investigated thousands of crimes during th at  time. I only  saw one crime th at  was committed with  a registered gun, Mic higan has a tough  reg istr atio n law, j us t one, all the others th at  I  had the  o pportunity  to come in contact with , either as a lawyer, or as a prosecutor, or  as a magist rate , jus t one, and I  don’t know how many thou sands there were.
I say this , Mr. Chairm an,  people have  b oug ht guns in recent years in our  coun try, and in our  big cities, especially, because of lack of confidence in the  police. And the  best th ing th at  we can do, as lawyers, as members of the bar , as publ ic officials, is to resto re the  confidence of the average citizen, the man who works for  a living with his hand s, restore his confidence in the  police dep artment so th at  he figures he doesn’t need to get  a gun for self-protection. Th at  is the first thing  we have got  to do. We have to get more funds for the LE AA  prog rams. We have got  to have more and  b etter police, more and  bet ter  judg es in the  c riminal  courts, so t hat  people will be apprehe nded and brought to speedy tri al , speedy apprehens ion. Thi s is w hat  I  consider , in the light of my experience, as the most important thi ng  tha t we can do.
T would like to tal k about a couple of oth er things now. I talk ed abou t w hat  can thi s commit tee do. As a collector, I  have no objection to the  reg istr atio n of firearms, I have, registered some which don’t have to be regis tered  und er Michigan law, I do thi s annual ly for  the purpose of help ing to  regain  them in the  event thev shou ld be stolen. I thi nk  thi s committee could well ind icate th at  Sta tes  should  have some kind of reg istr atio n law which isn’t g oing to hassle  people, people buy guns on the  black  mar ket  because they don ’t want to go to police stat ions , they  don’t w ant  to be hassled and  pushed aroun d by a cop. This is one of the  big  reasons thi s black marke t has proli fer ated. Tf we have a reg ist rat ion  system in the  50 States, with out  any  hassle on hand guns , of  course, what is goin g to happen , will be th at  the black  market  guns are going to cost more because there is going to be more pe rju ry and more forg ery  involved , and perh aps  as the  price goes up, in the marke t works, t he number of guns may go down, if th is is the ob jective o f the  committee.

I would like to comment on jus t one or two oth er matters, briefly, Mr. Cha irman, I  know the  time  is shor t, there has  been ta lk  about Sa turday nig ht specials, the  pro life rat ion  of cheap  guns. Throu gh its  establishing  power the Congress can reduce  the num ber  of  those^guns by an annual tax  or a one-time use tax  on them. An d the re has been much said about manda tory  sentences. As one who has  spent his entire adult  life in a court room. I  had  my firs t job in a law office in 1934,1 feel tha t this  is ty ing  the  hand s o f j udges. We might  do someth ing along th is sort,  th at  where a gun  has  been used in the  commission of a crime, which is a n illeg al gun,  and the  person , th e d efen dant
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is fou nd gui lty , the  judge should be forced  to increase the pena lty, 
wh ate ver it may be, proba tion , fine, or imprisonment, by an addit iona l 
50 perc ent.  Now, thi s means that the judg e can still  give proba tion,  
bu t if  it ’s going to be a year 's probation because a gun was 
used , it ’s go ing to be an add itional  6 months. I f  a bookmaker is g iven 
30 days in prison for his operation, and he has a gun on his premises, 
or  pros titute, a gun is the re for the purpose  of pro tec ting  ill-gotten 
ear nin gs , the  punishm ent is increased by 50 percent. I thi nk  from  the 
sta nd po in t of my experience in the  jud icia l system, thi s mig ht be 
more workable tha n a manda tory  2-year  sentence or a man datory 5- 
ve ar  sentence for the  possession of a firearm. Experience in thi s city 
has ind ica ted  th at  the  manda tory  ordin ance  which says 4 months in 
ja il,  $400 fine for the  possession of a handgu n has n't worked be
cause no one is found gu ilty under th at  ordinance. Jud ges  hate to 
send people to jail  where there is no other crime committed except 
the possession of an unregistered  gun or the possession of a concealed 
weap on.

I  will  be h appy  to answer questions, if I  can, Mr. Chairman.
I  would  like to add  this , when I said  abou t increasing the budget 

fo r the police, th at  also goes for  the alcohol, tobacco, and firearms 
un it. These men are grossly understaffed, they are overworked, and 
at  ou r shows we would like to have them because we have g un hus tler s 
wo rking  the  pa rk ing lots where we disp lay antique guns and  the 
agen ts ju st hav en’t got the manpower, they  haven’t got the  time  to 
do it. Mr . Chairm an,  I suggest th at  these men be given a b etter staff, 
more money, more equipment, and the same be done for every metro
po lit an  po lice-departm ent in the city.

Mr. Conyers. We have been listening  to police agencies come to  us 
fo r money. I)o you know how many times the  De tro it police budget  
ha s m ult ipl ied  since you le ft th e bench?

Ju dg e Stanczyk. I  have o nly l ef t the  bench  a mon th ago, so I  don’t 
th in k i t’s mult iplie d.

Mr. Conyers. Do you realize over the  las t 10 years what the  in
crease  of f undin g is?

Ju dg e Stanczyk. I t ’s fan tas tic.  I t ’s probably a fa cto r of 4 or 5.
Mr. Conyers. You don’t really th ink  we are going to sit up here 

forev er as the crime rat e escalates, as the police multiply, as the 
fu nd s also mu ltip ly, th at  we are going to keep listening to the  cry 
fo r more money? Wha t does money have to do with mak ing a more 
efficient police force? You know tha t. We have  growing crime rates  
and gro win g police dep artm ents , growing weaponry,  and they  seem 
to  feed  upon each other, as fa r as I  can tell. We are going  to get 
int o EE AA sho rtly  af te r this , but  do you, as leaders of your asso
cia tion . see yourse lves threatene d bv the  cons idera tion of legis lation 
th at  migh t save the  l ives of people who may not  be  collectors? I am 
gla d to find out  th at  Jo hn  Chalapis, classmate of mine, has come a 
lon g way  now. He  is a collector of these guns, the  head of the asso
cia tion . Ru t wha t abou t the folks th at  s till  live around Northwes tern 
H ig h School? I don’t submit  th at  the re are many gun collectors 
aro und there, not many sport smen  or members  of the National  Rifle 
Associa tion  who are living und er the most endangered circumstances 
of  any citizens in the  State  of Mich igan ?
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Mr. Chalapis. I don’t profess to know all the answers to  th is prob
lem. I don’t think  th at anyone does have the  answers. I will say this,  
we are concerned as citizens. We must be concerned. Bu t I am speak
ing stric tly from the collector’s point of view. We realize that  in 
our ranks  there  are individuals who don’t ab ide bv the rules, and we 
have made considerable strides in excluding them from our organiza
tions.

Mr. Conyers. How do they violate your regulat ions?
Mr. Ciialapis. We have strict rules in our organizat ion, in our 

clubs, tha t govern collectors. Fi rst  of all, we are  an antique-collecting 
organization . We consider certain objects as antiques , or collectibles. 
We don’t condone the individuals  who come to our meetings with 
some unregistered guns, cheap guns, who do not fall  into this cate
gory of collecting, and we don’t allow them, we ge t rid of them. We 
ask them to leave. I thin k this is one step in th e rig ht  d irection, from 
our side. In accepting membership, we have rules and regula tions. 
We do not  allow people with police records, we do not allow mental 
patients, or people with past history of mental problems, shall we say, 
and we do not accept people who have been excluded from other gun 
organizations, and we have had many occasions to  use that  exclusion.

Mr. Conyers. I Iow large is the organization ?
Mr. Chalapis. Our Michigan Antique Arms Club is approxim ately  

3,000. Of course, that doesn’t include all the  gun collectors in the 
State of Michigan.

Mr. Conyers. Of course, nobody suggested curb ing the righ ts of 
antique arms collectors, not even the most rabid  antigun  person. Have 
you heard somebody tha t is out afte r the antique collectors?

Mr. Chalapis. I heard  today the fine councilwoman say that she 
lielieves tha t all guns, and when she said tha t, a chill ran 
down my spine, and I was glad when Mr. Roumell clarified his state
ment at the end and said tha t we must make concessions f or the le
gitimate  collector. But there are many people who come out and say 
let’s exclude all guns. Of course, when they say tha t, they  are also including antiques.

Mr. Conyers. Of course, a lot of people don’t even know that there 
are antique arms collectors, or associations like  yours. Th at’s why I 
remind you of your rights. You have come along way from North
western High School, ole buddy. Ho you know how many people from 
our class are members of the Antique Arms Collectors Association of Michigan, beside yourself?

Mr. Chalapis. Yes; I  have run into three o f them.
Mr. Conyers. Well, thats about what I figure. T ha t is a high  num

ber. Are they pa id up and in good standing?
Mr. Ciialapis. T have seen them at our meetings.
Mr. Conyers. Well, the point tha t I am making is t ha t I  was im

pressed by the pros on how anyone could imagine even fr aming the 
question .of why someone would like  a gun. But . you ought to hear 
some incidents on this  record from mothers who have lost the ir chil
dren because of gun accidents. They could tell you, wi th some moving 
words and phrases, much more than  I  could ever bring to bear on 
this  question, whv thev despise guns, why they hate guns.

Mr. Chalapis. Tha t is unders tandable.
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Mr. Conyers. The poor people don’t get a chance to join collectors 
clubs. You’re talk ing about people in the crafts , and the arts—the i n
laid silver tha t goes on guns. You know, tha t’s a delight that most 
people never become acquainted with in th is society.

Judge Stanczyk. I  can’t agree with that, Mr. Chairman, if I may 
interject , because I regularly show antique guns at clubs, schools, Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts organizations. Tomorrow I am going to be 
speaking at a store at Northland , I think it ’s a Rota ry Club meeting,

* and I am going to show about 30 or 40 antique guns, and the folks 
who are going to be there are going to come up to the table with my 
permission, they a re going to pick them up. They are going to handle 
them. I do this on a regular basis.

* Mr. Conyers. You got a lot of tr avel ing to do, Judge Stanczyk, to 
get this out among the  people. The fact of the mat ter is, gentlemen, 
tha t it’s a very, very small association tha t enjoys this  privilege. 
Nothing wrong with it. I think it ’s fine, but don’t you think that  i t’s 
a little overly sensitive to suggest tha t people th at are talk ing about 
curbing the proli feration of guns in  th is society who may not specifi
cally exclude you, have some vindictive motive in mind with regard to 
your activities? I think not. I have had no indication tha t there  is 
some legislative or civil body of people tha t are a fter  the  arms collec
tors. Tha t is one area tha t you jus t haven’t had any trouble with. 
Most people, when you remind them of your activities, they say, as 
the president of the Bar Association suggested, of course, we will 
make an exception. Many of the  guns aren’t even usable. They do not 
fire, or, at least the owners wouldn’t consider the notion of firing 
them, even i f they are operational, because of the ir value. Wh at we 
need are some arms  enthusiasts that  want to bring  about some sensi
ble curbs where the problem exists. We are not worried about Li 
vonia’s problem with or without  guns. We know there is no crime 
wave going on there, there is no high homicide ra te. We know tha t 
throughout the rest of the State  there  is no serious problem which 
seeks, the attention of Congress. There is no antipath y against rec
reational  enthusiasts and hunters. Somebody has a responsibility to 
stand up and refute this a little  bit more ably than merely making

< out some crude conspiracy against nice, decent, folks like yourselves. 
I mean, isn’t there somewhere along the line somebody tha t hunts in 
an organization who is going to say, well, we know t ha t that  is not 
the problem on 12th Street. We are not worried about the members 
of the sportsmen’s club g etting  t hei r hunting right s curbed. I t ’s the 
people tha t are being senselessly killed, and criminal  activity, but 
twice as many in noncriminal activity. That is w hat we are worried 
about. You gentlemen coming here have absolutely no serious founda
tion to be presenting in some excited fashion—not that your  test i
mony was exciting—but you do not belong here in  th is setting te lling  
us about arms collections. I  would much rath er pref er to join you at 
Northland tomorrow, if I were able, to learn more about your opera
tion, and to have you join us in fashioning a law, in a deliberate way, 
tha t can deal with the problem. Your are interposing your concerns 
as a collecting enthusias t in this hearing as another reason for us not 
to move forward in an a rea tha t people, since the 1930s in this coun
try, have been asking it  be given more consideration.



Judge Stanczyk. Mr. Cha irman, I  believe I did  indic ate tha t, as a collector, I have no objection whatever, and  I would support, contra ry  to what some of mv colleagues  in the  Nat iona l Rifle Association, a Federal  sta tute wnicli would requ ire every Sta te to enact a regi stra tion  law for  handguns, such as the  State  of Mich igan has. I have no objection to this , and I th ink  th at  thi s committee should strongly consider  th at  approac h, and if the  Sta te,  within  5 years, fails to enact a handgun reg istr atio n sta tute, then the Congress can depr ive that Sta te of its share of the  na tional wildli fe money. This is a constructive suggestion th at  I made in thi s direction.Mr. Conyers. Well. T am glad  to h ear  you say it .Judge Stanczyk. Perha ps I did n’t emphasize it  sufficiently, bu t I think this is  one of th e th ing s we should look at.Next, we can look a t the tax ing  power of the Congress. I f  we raise the price  of guns, there are going to be fewer of them, the Congress can tax them, tax  them on an annual or one-time basis, over and above the  11 percent, all of which is used for  the wildlife conse rvation. These are two areas to which T a lluded and I think these are two areas  th at  thi s committee should look into  and I would be glad to work w ith you in the future  on this, Mr. Chairma n.Mr. Conyers. We are going to need help from some of the people that are organized in such fields as collecting, and the hun ters  and the sportsmen. Sure ly, all of them can’t feel th at  this  inquiry, reg ard less of the fact tha t there are some people espous ing a law tha t mig ht affect shotguns or rifles from time  to time, surely they can’t escape the und ers tanding of why thi s is go ing on. Surely they must  realize th at  the cities have to be made a manageable place  to live in the United  S tates, if this society is to go on. Everybody  c an’t move to the suburbs . Everybody can’t live in Livonia. Eve rybody  can’t get to Utah and Towa. Someone is going to be around here  and  many of them, Mr. Preside nt, are going to be the people that  you and I went to school w ith not too many years ago.
So T apprecia te your coming forwar d, both  of you, as longt ime friends  of mine. I earn estly solicit your cont inued concern in this  area. Thank you very much f or  jo ining us.
[The  prepared statements of Mr. Cha lapis and Judge Stanczyk follow:]

Sta te me nt  of J oh n B. C h alapis , P resid en t, Mic hig an  A ntique  Arm s 
Collectors , I nc .

Ilonornble Chairman John Conyers and members of this committee: I wish to take this opportunity to thank  you for allowing me, as the representative  of the larges t arms collectors organization in the State  of Michigan, to express our views and beliefs in the matter  of crime control. We realize there  is no simple solution to this complex problem, hut we also feel tha t the solution through gun legislation will not be the answer. In order to bridge this gap of communication, I would like to explain to you who are collectors and why they collect. To best do this, I would like to quote from a hook entitled the “Collecting of Guns”, which was writt en by a distinguished panel and edited by Mr. James E. Serven:
“The urge to collect is born in most of us. As children we collect baseball player cards, unusual rocks or shells, and any number of other  things. When we grow up. this inclination to collect takes different forms. For some it is pushed into the background by a demanding profession or other absorbing pursuits while some merely haphazard become accumulators. Today however, an



incr ea sing  numb er become disc rim inat ing ad ult  coll ecto rs, an d it  is th roug h 
th ei r in te lli ge nt  eff ort s an d indu st ry  th a t we ha ve  tlie  ric h hi stor ical  trea su re s 
in  ou r mu seu ms , in  ou r lib ra rie s, an d in ou r gr ea t pr iv ate col lec tions.1

“The  field of collection embra ces  su bj ec ts  wh ich  combine  the qu al iti es  of 
be au ty , fine  cr af tsm an sh ip , hi stor ical  im portance, fa sc inat ing in te rest , an d 
es tabl ishe d va lue s. No field meets  the se  requ ire men ts be tter  th an  gun collec tin g.1

“W e speak of  the gun here in it s broad gene ric  sense, inc lud ing  in  the me an
ing of the word, al l th e form s of firearm s. The re  ar e div erse  in te re st s which  
co nt ribu te  to the mot ivat ion of individu al  col lec tors. One may have  ha d an  
an ce stor  who  foug ht  in the Am eri can Re volut ion , whe n an  old muske t fro m 
those da ys  was  ha nd ed  dow n in the family . S ta rt in g with  th is  one fam ily  
he irloom, a la rg e col lec tion of di fferen t mu skets  may  be assembled. An oth er 
ma y ha ve  ha d re la tive s who cro ssed the plains  in a cov ered w ag on ; fo r him 
a g re at nu mbe r of fa vo ri te  fr ontier  arm s have  spe cia l in te re st . Civ il W ar  
we ap on s ar e  now ac tiv ely  sought by col lec tors. Very few  of ou r old er families  
escaped some inv olv em ent in th a t un fo rtun at e struggle , an d the too ls wi th 
wh ich  the w ar  was  foug ht  arou sed gre at  cu rio sit y and in te re st . Pr om inen t in 
Civ il W ar  ba tt le s we re a gr ea t va rie ty  of rifle s, ca rbi nes, pis tol s, rev olve rs,  and 
he av ie r we apons.1

“F am ily  as so ciat ion is only  one of many  mot iva tio ns  th a t can he ad  a man 
to w ar d se rio us  gun coll ecti ng.  Be hin d eve ry old gun  lie s a reco rd  wh ich  is 
of ten filled w ith  ad ve ntur e,  spiced with  danger,  an d som etim es even he ro ic  in  
it s de ta ils . Th e rec ord of individu al guns  may be wel l docum ented,  bu t more 
of ten th e reco rd  is obscu re an d pr esen ts a fa sc inat ing rea lm  of mys ter y into 
wh ich  th e co lle cto r can , by res earch , try to  ma ke it s sto ry.  In  the qu ie t of his 
gun roo m,  one  ma y dev ote  pl ea sa nt  med ita tio n to  the pro bab le ro le of th a t old 
gun. In  such  stud ies an d rev er ies  th er e is a br ea k an d se pa ra tio n fro m the 
tens ions  of  ev eryd ay  life. Doctors tel l us  th a t th er e is wo nderf ul th er ap y in a 
hob by ; they  ap pa re nt ly  take  th ei r own advic e an d th a t may be one  reason  why 
th er e are  so  man y docto rs in  the gun  col lec ting fr at er ni ty .1

“W eb ster  def ines a hobby as  ‘some thing  a person lik es  to do or  stud y in  his  
sp ar e tim e— a fa vo ri te  pa sti me or  av ocati on ’. Pe rhap s the reason  so ma ny gun  
co lle cto rs are  suc cessf ul,  is bec ause the y trul y enjoy w ha t the y do an d wha t 
they  stud y in connection wi th th ei r hobby.  Th e stud y is  an  im po rtan t fe at ur e,  
fo r as  man 's know ledge increa ses hi s plea su res increase .1

“M any Am eri can men  ar e hu nter s an d ma ny of the m ar e or  ha ve  been sol
di er s. The ir mo der n gu ns  have  caused  the m to become cu rio us  ab ou t the  
we ap on s th eir  fa th er s and gr an df at he rs  used. W as  th a t old mu zzl e-loader as  
ac cu ra te  as  cla imed? Did it  kick  lik e a mu le?  Th is  natu ra l cu rio sit y ha s led  
ma ny  to  ac qu ire  muz zle-loading guns  an d to  tr y  the m ou t a t ta rg ets  an d on 
gam e. As a re su lt  a new  na tio na l sho oting  sp or t wa s deve loped, now  numb er ing  
in  its  ra nk s thou sa nd s of muzzle-lo ading shoo ter s an d col lec tors. An othe r ar ea  
of  co lle cto rs- slioo ter s is  in the field of sin gle  sh ot  ca rt ridg e rifles.  Here one 
wi ll find some of th e fin est  rifl es ever to  come off a workbench, ma ny  ba rreled  
by such  pe rfec tio ni st s as Pope, Schoyen , Zic han g, an d Pe ter so n.  Th ey ar e 
bea uti fu l to ad orn a col lec tor ’s wal l, an d th ri ll in g to sho ot (m ost ly with  bla ck 
po w der ). 1

“T he  ma n who ha s a fla re fo r histo ry , finds an  especially  ric h field  in  gun  
co lle cti ng . Am eri ca  ha s led  the wo rld  in  th e developm ent  of guns since th e days  
of  th e Lon g Rifle. Th e gun  ha s rem ain ed  ever pres en t th ro ug h th e ma ny vi ta l 
pe riod s of ou r histo ry . When  one can visuali ze  th e em ba ttl ed  fa rm er s an d th ei r 
big  sm oo thb ore  mus ke ts  a t Concord  and Lex in gt on ; the long  rif les  of Ke ntu cky 
an d Te nnessee bac kwood smen,  dr iv ing back the B ri ti sh  inva de rs.  . . . Th en  to  
th e Cal ifor ni a gold  fields whe re good men  and ba d ke pt  a Colt cap lock pis tol  
or  a ‘pe pp erb ox ’ pis tol  close a t h an d : dow n to Te xa s wh ere  the famou s Ran ge rs 
br ou gh t law  and or de r to the fr on tie rs  of th a t st at e with  th eir  Sh ar ps  and 
W inch es te r ca rb ines , alo ng  with  the ever pr es en t bowie kn ife  an d Col t ‘six-  
sh oo te r’. Th ese ar e bu t a few  of the hi stor ic  subjec ts which,  in th e qu ie t of a 
co lle cto rs ’ gun -room sa nc tu ar y,  may pa ss  bef ore  th e mi nd ’s eye. A gun  in  th a t 
ve ry  room ma y ha ve  bee n pres en t in one  o f these excit ing fields of ac tion.1

“T he re  is a pr ac tica l sid e to  gun col lec ting which  ap pe als  to  ma ny  who, 
e it her by ne ce ss ity  or by  incl inat ion,  su bj ec t th ei r spe nding  of tim e an d mon ey 
to  th e cold  ru le s of  sa fe  inv es tm en t.1



‘One does not buy stock, a piece of real estate,  or au automobile without knowledge of the  fa ir value. The same rules of prudence apply to gun collecting; a reasonable knowledge of the subject is the key.1"Phe rath er ingenious mechanical systems employed in arms  manufacture, dating from the 1500’s, fascinate  many whose work or general interests include mechanics, engineering, and science. Studies of some of these old systems have given birth  to ideas applicable to modern manufacture . The principle of inte rchangeable parts , for instance, had its great init ial success in early gun- making?
•’Gun collecting often appeals to those who have some talent in the writing field. It  presents  a challenge to explore areas of specialization , gather more information than anywhere recorded, and publish the findings; bringing honor to one’s self and rendering a real service to fellow collectors?“To the student of a rt and ar t history, firearms present an interes ting realm of study. History of art  can be trace d in the decoration  of arms from the earlie st Renaissance period, through the Baroque, Roccoco, Empire and Victorian periods to our modern contemporary life. In today’s modern society the automobile plays an importan t role in our values. We express ourselves in contemporary ar t through the colorations  and designs in automobiles because we value these material objects. In past history one of man’s most impor tant items of material value was his gun, and through the methods in which he artist ically adorned his guns, he expressed himself.
“Few other fields are equal to gun collecting as a social leveler. At annual meetings in Washington, D.C., one can rub elbows with Congressmen and other government lenders, even perhaps with the President or Vice-President of the United States, who sat isfy thei r personal interest in old guns by attending the arm exhibitions presented by the National Rifie Association?“Leaders among our armed services are enthusiastic participants in these and many o ther gatherings where collectors meet and exhibit thei r guns. Leading industriali sts, State Governors, sta rs of the enter tainm ent world, bankers, doctors, lawyers, men in the highest and men in the humblest positions share a common interest and sympathetic comraderie tha t knocks down all bars of social pre judice or reserve?
“Gun collections involve litt le upkeep; depreciation is seldom a factor, appreciation being the  general ru le ; and there  is no deteriora tion in the materia ls of which guns are made, if they are properly protected and cared for?“The gun is truly  an American symbol; a symbol closely associated with the freedom and liberty so dear to men’s hearts. These pages could suggest only a few of the reasons why men collect guns ; there are many other reasons. We can produce mater ial evidence of the good profit potentia l, but the fa r greater dividends in happiness, health, and education are more difficult to define?“Dr. W. R. Funderburg, past  president of the American Society of Arms Collectors was asked. ‘Why men like and collect guns?’ He replied as follows: ‘To one who has studied guns, loved guns, and avidly collected guns for twenty- five years, the question seems absurd . It  is like asking  why men like apple pie, risque stories, scotch whiskey, or curvaceous gals in Bikinis. How is it possible not to like and collect guns?
“In seriously trying to analyze the appeal of guns and the hobby of collecting them, it becomes apparent tha t this hobby has a facet to at trac t almost every type <>f individual. Let me give only a few examples: 1
“The Mechanic—The problems of developing multip le fire and more efficient detonation have taxed the mechanical ingenuity of man for five hundred years. Where would one find a more f ascinating series of mechanical devices than the different mechanisms of firearms?1
“The Artist—Look at  the beauti ful patterns  worked with inlaid  ivory in a Saxon Dag. Examine the finely engraved designs of animals and birds chiseled into the cold steel barrels of Ita lian wheel locks. Notice the intricately carved ebony stocks of French dueling pistols;  the gold overlay on the barrels  and locks; the flowing l ine s; the perfect  balance. Certainly this is the very essence of high art ?
“The Author and Romanticist—What can have more romantic appeal than the  vision of two stalwar t gentlemen gravely carry ing the ir Wogdons or Nan- tons to the Field of honor at dawn: there, meticulously adher ing to the ‘Code Duello’, to have their  tria l by combat to defend the honor of a lovely lady. . . ?
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“The Historian—The world’s history has been molded by man’s ability to 
develop weapons. The histor ical outline of man’s pas t five hundred years lies 
clearly writ ten in any comprehensive collection of guns. Since the invention of 
firearms, wars have been won or lost depending upon the ability to devise, 
manufacture, and strategica lly use these weapons.1

"Bu t why continue? To me personally, gun collecting has been an all-absorb
ing hobby. It  has served me as an excellent panacea to ease the tensions and 
disappointments which plague most of us today. When I reach home at  night 
af te r an exhausting, frustra ting  day in the operating room, with tensions 
screwed to the snapping point, I can effect a magic cure by simply walking 
into my gunroom. There I can pick up several ‘Old Friends’. I examine them 

-*• and  take them apart  fo r the hundredth time. Miraculously the ‘cares that  infect 
the  day’ no longer seem so important. Suddenly I am relaxed, as I sit half 
dozing, dreaming of a bygone era. Things move back into thei r proper per
spective, as I realize  how insignificant are my petty troubles and tribulat ions. 
Modern medicine has yet to develop a tranqu ilizer  comparable to this. And you 
ask me, ‘Why Do I  Collect Guns?” 1

IN  SU MM AR Y

I tru st tha t the following paragraphs have given this committee some insight 
into gun collecting. Gentlemen, the serious gun collector is not a radical , not 
a neo-Nazi, and not a kook. Collectors do not condone the use of firearms in 
crimes, we do not condone crime whatsoever; we abhor the illegitimate gun 
hus tler s and para sites  who attempt  to associate themselves with true gun col
lectors. But where do you draw the line? I am sure if given the opportunity , 
gun collector organiza tions could present to this committee guidelines for the 
purpose  of weeding out and controlling gun collecting as opposed to gun 
running.

Restr iction on the ownership of guns per se or types of guns is not the answer 
to the crime problem. The Real answer lies within the fulfillment of our judicial 
responsibilities . It  is time tha t we sta rt to strictly enforce federal and sta te 
criminal laws Now on the books. We must have speedy prosecution of offenders, 
and har sh judgment for those who abuse the right  of a free people to “keep 
and bear  arms”. The logical answer to the problem of the armed criminal is to 
impose severe penalties for the commitment of any crime with ANY gun.

Statement of Hon. Benjamin C. Stanczyk

Testimony offered on behalf of Michigan Antique Firearms Collectors, by 
Benjamin C. Stanczyk, at a hearing of the Select Committee on the Firea rms 
Control of the Judiciary Committee of the House of Representatives, on June  
10, 1975, at Detroit,  Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, my name is Benjamin C. Stanczyk, a member of the Bar of 
< thi s sta te since 1930. Upon completion of my work at the University of Mich

igan Law School, I entered the private practice  of law in Detroit, specializing 
in the criminal law, until  January, 1949, at which time I joined the staff of the 
Wayne County Prosecuting Attorney.

< In the interim I served forty-three months in the corps of military police, one
year of which as special agent in the office of Provost Marshal. In December 
of 1957, I became a Judge of the Common Pleas Court of Detroi t and on May 
1. 1975, retir ed from tha t post. My contact with criminal law, homicides and 
rela ted problems, is more than a cursory one since thirty-six  years of my ad ult 
life  have been spent in the courtroom.

Mr. Chairman, your Committee has undertaken a formidable and awesome 
task . You gentlemen must have the wisdom of Solomon and the patience of 
Job. For two days now you have heard testimony in this building, some of 
which was extremely emotional. Undoubtedly, similar  testimony has already 
been offered in other cities and will be offered elsewhere while your Committee 
is in session.

i “ 7’7fe Collect ing of Guns”, Jam es E. Serven (ed itor), The Stackpole Company, Har ris 
burg, Pa . 1964.
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Tlie col lec tor  of an tiq ue  fir ea rm s is a stud en t of his tory, en gineer ing  an d ar t.  He has been un fa irly bran de d by some as a gun runn er . Th e fa ct  of th e m at te r is th at  du rin g my ye ar s as  def ense law yer, prosecuto r an d m ag is trat e,I saw  only  one fire arm  use d in  a hom icid e which ha d been regi steredTlie arms which  an tiq ue  gun  col lec tors cher ish  ar e neve r fired. Th ey  are  tr ea ted wi th the  sam e ca re  as  ot he r works  of ar t,  such as pa in tin gs , fine si lv er  and jew elr y. In an effort  to sta mp ou t crim e, leg isl ato rs too freq ue nt ly  ha ve  punished  the  inno cent . Th is mi gh t be th e case if  the  Con gres s we re to  en ac t leg isl ati on  pro vid ing  for the con fisc ation and  destr uc tio n of all  firearm s.With in a few miles of wh ere  we ar e mee ting , Detr oit  ha s two encla ves— Ha mtra mck  and  Highlan d Pa rk . Th e City of Ham tra mc k is ch ar ac te rize d by small,  ind ivi duall y owned home s; no tran si en t population,  a high ch ur ch  a tten dan ce,  no juv en ile  del inquen cy,  no schoo l drop-outs.  Th ere ar e no pawn shop s or  sma ll loan offices in th a t city an d no homicides.Im me dia tel y to the  west , is th e City of High lan d Par k which ha s a la rg e floa ting  populat ion  with conti nuous ar re st s fo r dr ug  abuse, pub lic in toxica tio n and ille gal drug  sales. Nee dless to say , it  ha s one of the hig he st hom icid e ra te s in the coun try .
If  we di rect  our at tent ion to th e south and we st from the po int  wh ere we ar e meetin g, we see the  City  of Wya nd ot te,  w ith  a populat ion  in excess  of 40.000, sma ll homes occupied  by th ei r ow ners who  ar e wage ea rn er s and close kn it  fami lie s in com munity  life. The re  ar e no hom icid es in th a t city, with  th e excep tion  of those com mit ted  by th ug s who  come in from Detr oit . In  cont rast,  Ri ve r Rou ge and Ta ylor  ar e pla gu ed  with  a hig h crim e ra te .If we can inc ulc ate  a high  sense of va lues  in al l of ou r cit ize ns,  the problems of gun  control and hom icid es wil l disapp ea r. A stu dy  of maps showing the  occ urren ce of hom icides wou ld in di ca te  th a t these ar e the same ar ea s wh ere  aut om obile s are aba ndo ned  af te r being involved in  a minor accide nt ; w’her e a husba nd sel ls his  wife ; wh ere  mothe rs  sell  th ei r da ug hters and  where day-old  bab ies  ar e aba ndo ned  in tel ephone  boo ths.  Li fe  is che ap and  pro perty  ha s no value.  I sincerely  hope  th a t th is  Comm itte e will  not  equa te fire arm s control with  cr im e control .
I sug gest th at  the  Con gress of th e Un ited St ates  continue to ra ise  th e st an da rd s fo r crimi na l law’ en forcem en t by up grad ing  police  depa rtm en ts,  by improving  both the  qu ali ty and  qu an ti ty  of  jud ge s in the  cr im inal cour ts,  al l of which fa ct or s will mean ea rly  ap preh ensio n an d speedy dis po sit ion  of charg es ag ai ns t law  vio lators .
I sug gest fu rthe r th a t th er e is no co rrelat ion wha tev er  between fire arm s ow nersh ip and homicides. St ates  suc h ns Wyoming , Iow a, Nebraska,  Colorado, have  ext rem ely  high  firearm s ow nersh ip bu t very low hom icid es. Th ese  stat es  hav e a low ra te  of ill ite racy  and a sta ble popu lat ion . Con versely , st at es  such  as  Alaba ma  and  Arkan sas have  a high ra te  of ill ite racy  an d a high homicide ra te .
Since 1927, the  St ate of Michigan  ha s had an  ex tre me ly  rig id st at u te  gov ern ing th e pu rcha se  and  ow nersh ip of ha nd  guns. Th e nei ghborin g st at e of Ohio does no t have  such laws, except mu nic ipa l or dina nc es  in seve ra l citie s. Becau se the  st at es  ar e con tigu ous  and  the po pu lat ion s sim ila r by way of race, religion and ethn ic  orig in, one might th in k th a t Ohio  would  have  a high hom icide ra te.  Th e fa ct  is th at  du rin g the  la st  fift y ye ar s Michigan  hom icid es have  exceeded  tho se in Ohio. Sim ilarly , New York City ha s been gov erned by th e Su lliv an Act  fo r alm os t sixty -five  years . Fe wer  th an  20,000 individu als resid ing  in th e five bor oughs of New York  Ci ty ar e au thor ized  to  own ha nd  guns. Th e firearms hom icid e ra te  in New York City  exceeds th a t fo r New  York Sta te  by ap prox im ately three hu nd red pe r cen t.
Th ere is a tenden cy among some in th is  co un try  to urge  th a t sp or tin g ar m s be lim ite d to tho se who  own land  upon which the y hu nt . Th is pre mi se ov erlooks  th e fa ct  th a t since th e Pi lgrim s cam e to Plym ou th Roc k in 1620, Am erica ns  ha ve  hunte d gam e on pub lic ly owned  lan ds . I t is my sin cere hope th at the Con gress will no t acc ept  the sug ges tions bec aus e th e pro po nents  of th is  leg isl ati on  wan t to cr ea te  a land ed  ar ist oc racy  in th is  coun try .It  was my privilege to test ify bef ore  a com mit tee  on juve ni le  del inquen cy of the  Un ited St ates  Sena te in Ju ly  of 1967. I t is un necessa ry  th a t I repe at  a t th is  tim e wha t I offe red to th e com mit tee , chair ed  by Se na to r Dodd , eigh t years ago. How ever . I do invi te  th e Com mit tee to con sider my rem ar ks  of th a t da te  as  havin g releva nce  today.
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As an antique firearms collector, I realize tha t there are some wolves who masquerade in sheep’s clothing. These people want  to pose as antique gun collectors while actua lly they intend to sell new cheap fi rearms through an underground or underworld sales network. The organized antique firearms collectors have always cooperated with the Treasury Department in apprehending these law violators and will continue to do so. In this connection, it is my observation tha t the staff of the Alcohol, Tobacco, and  Firearms uni t is undermanned and under-budgeted. We need more rigorous and vigorous enforcement of the sta tutes already on the books rather than the enactment of new statutes. The Treasury Department is realistica lly declassifying some classes of firearms as being genuine collectors’ items even though they are potentially lethal. I speak of the Mauser and Luger, particularly. Experience has shown tha t most of the guns used in illegal homicides are poorly made so-called “Saturday Night Specials”. Congressman Dingell of this state  has introduced legislation which would outlaw these guns. His proposal contains objective scientific standards as crite ria for weapons which have no use either as sporting arms or police weapons. They must be outlawed.
Mr. Chairman, in the light of my experience as both a hunter and arms collector  and also in the light of my professional career, I suggest tha t there is no need fo r new legislation in this area, but there is need for more and better law enforcement. Poor people buy cheap guns because they have lost confidence in thei r local police to give them adequate protection. When this confidence is restored  our system will be better  off and the firearms problem, as such, will disappear.
Thank you fo r this opportunity of appearing before your Committee.
Mr. Conyers. Now we want to call the  representa tive of Xew Detroi t, Inc., Mr. Aaron Lowery, who has worked on a number of related gun control subjects.
T welcome Aaron Lowery and invite him to  make his presentation, as he chooses, but I would ask him to describe some of his responsibilities on some of the committees tha t he serves on around the State and country.

TESTIMONY OF AARON LOWERY, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
AND JUSTICE FOR NEW DETROIT, INC.

Mr. Lowery. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
As far as the various activities tha t I have been involved in over the years, most recently I served on the Governor’s Michigan Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice  which has just completed the goals and standards for the criminal justice system for the State  of Michigan. Among some of those issues was the question of gun control. As you may know, there are a number of issues t ha t the State commission has addressed tha t relates to the overall reduction of crime, and I can think of no other issue t ha t is more important than  the subject of guns.
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Crime, my name is Aaron Lowery and I am director of public safety and justice for Xew Detroi t, Inc. I won’t go in to the background of Xew Detroit, because I think the members of the committee are fami liar with those activities  and the  composition of Xew Detroit.As you know, crime and the fear  of  crime is a major and growing concern of our Xation. Crime in the United States, as measured by the crime index offenses, increased 17 percent during calendar  year 1974 over 1973. Violent crime, as a group, increased 11 percent. Guns were used in many of those crimes.
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According to U.S. News & World  Report, February 10,1975, someone used a gun in a crime every 2 minutes in 1973, for a tota l that  year of 279,109 gun crimes.
Because handguns are involved in so many of the  gun crimes, especially murder, and many other incidents, New Detro it’s board of trustees adopted, on June  0, 1975, a position statement regard ing  handguns. The statement urges consideration o f: one, New De tro it’s 19G8 gun control recommendations th at have not been implem ented; and two, the supp ort and adoption of addit ional  Federa l handgun -» recommendations that  would include making it unlawful , with limited exceptions, for a person to import , manufac ture , sell, buy, transfer , receive, possess, or transpor t any handgun or handgun ammunition. **Mr. Chairman, the following is New Detroit’s position statem ent regarding handguns.
The estimated 40 million handguns in the United  States, the 2.5 million new handguns manufactured for the U.S. market  each year and 10,000 handgun murders annually pose a clear and p resen t danger  to the internal security of our Nation. Handguns represent a major thre at to our society’s safety. Self-government can only operate as an open society. People must be free to move about, to assemble and attend meetings in all forms of pursuit,  to shop, to work, to engage in political action, to exercise the fundamental cognate righ ts of the  first amendment. Indeed our Constitution and bill of righ ts can only operate in an open society. People must be free from fear in thei r houses and work places because fear paralyzes self-government.Our city and Nation, however, are fast moving toward a closed society. The miasma of fear is penetra ting much of our society and becoming an omnipresent fact of American life. An increasing  number of people are afraid  to walk down the street , to shop, to work, to assemble, to engage in political action. There is an increasing  stultification of the routine  activity of people. A closed society endangers the processes of a democratic republic. It  is no exaggeration to conclude th at the existence of self-government itsel f is a t stake.There are many reasons for this phenomena. Among the main reasons are the rising,  pervasive, and compacted presence of crime and the increasing availability and use of weaponry, prim arily  h and guns. A vicious circle has evolved. People are af ra id ; they think they  need protection, therefore, they buy handguns. And the more h and guns they buy and have available the more in jurie s and deaths occur.The more the need for  safety is perceived and handguns  purchasedr the less safety produced with widespread avai labil ity of handguns .The fact is th at there is a contradiction between achieving domestic tranquil ity and the  availabi lity of 40 million handguns. Ten thousand homicides by handguns each year a ttest to that . The prim ary purpose of a handgun is to kill a human being. Handguns do not promote safe ty; handguns generate violent crime.
The continuation of this vicious circle must  end. Vigorous enforcement of present local and national laws must be pressed. New S tate  and local measures must be adopted regarding  licensing, registration,  and education. But the problem is national. The problem transcends State  boundaries. There are approximately 42 States tha t do not even
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require a license to purchase a handgun, and only nine States  require a waiting period between applications to purchase handguns  and final sale. There are also approximately 20,000 State and local firearm laws, many of which are conflicting and unenforceable. There must be a national approach. We must reduce the present availability  of handguns. We must stop the manufacture and sale of handguns except for very limited categories.

We have all seen a headline about the homeowner or shopkeeper who shoots a robber. But, in fact, handguns are rarely used successfully by law abiding citizens. Studies in Detro it and Los Angeles show th at only 2 percent of reported home robberies and 1 percent of reported  home burglaries result in the intruder being shot by the householder. These studies are detailed in “Firearms and Violence in American Life,” volume 7 of the staff reports to  the National Commission on the  Causes and Prevent ion of Violence.For  this  minimal protection against intruders, Americans are paying a high price in the killing and wounding, both accidental and deliberate, of family members, friends  and acquaintances. In 1973, gun deaths totaled approximately 26,000. There were 13,000 murders, 10,000 suicides, and 3,000 accidents.
Most ki llings are not done by people carry ing concealed weapons on the ir person in violation of the  statutes. Most American homicides do occur in the home and the handgun is the usual instrument,  because it  is handy and is most often kept loaded. Murder with in the family made up approximately one-fourth of the 19,510 murder offenses in 1973. Handguns w’ere the weapons used in 53 percent  o f the  19,510 murders.
Another study described in the Violence Commission staff repor t demonstrated tha t 71 percent of all killings in Chicago involved relatives, friends and neighbors. Almost always, the attacks  were generated by spontaneous rage, and the attacker was not necessarily determined to kill. In  Detroit in 1974, 54 percent of all homicides involved a handgun and 47 percent of the homicide victims were married, living as common law, acquaintances or related  to the defendants.
Almost every handgun ever used in a criminal act was at one time owned by an honest citizen. Inescapably, we learn tha t those millions of honest handguns provide the reservoir tha t keeps the crimina l arsenals ful l. The reason handguns are so easily available to cr iminals is simple because handguns are everywhere. Handguns in honest hands ge t into the stree ts through burglar ies, the fts, pawns, loans and sometimes, sales. In  Detro it alone, 2,060 handguns were reported stolen in 1973. An untold number of th efts went uilreported.Contra ry to popular belief, it is not the usual practice for a criminal to contemplate a crime and then go looking for  a gun. Fa r more often, offenders commit crimes only afte r they find themselves with the capacity to intimidate a victim.In 1968, New Detroit adopted the attached  gun control recommendations are now a pa rt of the Federal Gun Control Act of 1968, and others are p art  of Michigan State law. The Gun Control Act of 1968 includes the recommendation tha t (1) requires, as a precondition of sale by mail order or over the counter sale, a purchaser to supply
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the name and address of the principal  law enforcement officer of his 
place of residence; that the named officer be notified of the  prospec
tive purchase ; and that  a 7 day  waiting period be established, (2) re
quires the regi stra tion  of all gun dealers, and (3) makes it  unlawful 
to sell rifles and shotguns as well as handguns to persons who are too 
young to bear  the terr ible  responsibility th at  is placed  in the  hands of a gun owner.

Michigan law now includes New De tro it’s 1968 recommendations 
tha t (1) centralized records of handgun ownership be mainta ined, (2) Sta te fingerpr int checks f or any crim inal  record  be required  as a 
precondition to the issuance of a perm it to purchase a handgu n in 
Michigan, (3) prohibits certa in categories of persons, such as ha
bitual alcoholics, drug addicts, mental incompetents, persons with a 
histo ry of menta l disturbance and persons convicted of cer tain  of
fenses, from buying, owning or possessing firearms, and (4) places 
a ban on the sale and possession of mi lita ry type  armaments such as 
bazookas, mor tars,  mines and fully automati c weaponry.

We believe th at  the 19G8 New Detroi t recommendations have in the 
past and will in the futu re reduce the  probability  th at  pote ntia l 
criminal offenders will acquire firearms. However , we also believe 
tha t in view of the spir alin g rate  of gun crimes, especially murder,  
addi tiona l approaches to gun contro l are warranted.

Accordingly , we subscribe to, and urge consideration of (1) New 
De tro it’s 1968 recommendations  t ha t have not  been implemented,  and 
(2) the sup port and adop tion of the  following add itional ly listed handgun reconnnendat ions.

Mr. Conyers. Are these recomm endations in 1968 mun icipa l or 
Sta te or Fed era l ?

Mr. L owery. They are both municipa l, Sta te and Fede ral.  They are attached to the statem ent, Mr. Chairma n.
Mr. Conyers. Right. I see the  appendices A thr u D which will be 

incorporated with  your enti re statement .
Mr. Lowery. Right. T would like to read  those 1968 recommenda

tions tha t have not been implemented.
One:  Th at provis ions be made for automat ic revocation of han d

gun license upon conviction o f a fe lony.
Tw o: Th at  laws be enacted for re qui ring  the  regis tra tion and licens

ing o f all handguns, rifles and  shotgu ns, both  those alre ady  in  pr iva te 
hands and those acquired in the  futu re.

Thr ee:  T ha t laws be enacted  for  r equ irin g the  purchaser of ammu
nition to present a gun permit  fo r said  caliber as a condition of sale.

Fo ur : Th at laws be enacted to make it unlawfu l to sell rifles and shotguns as well as h andguns by mail  order.
Fiv e: Th at  laws be enacted to make it unlawful to sell rifles and 

shotguns as well as handguns in one Sta te to the  re sidents of another  
State .

Six: That the  Michigan sta tutory  exemption, fo r any privately  
opera ted organization that has managed  to secure specia l Uni teil 
Sta tes Government granted  privi leges to buy or sell Government 
owned guns and ammunition,  be eliminated unless the  organiza tions 
demonstrate  tha t th ey engage in a meaning ful screen ing of new mem-



bers to exclude persons who do not qualify under thei r own expressed 
standards, as well as under provision of law governing gun owner
ship for all citizens.

The need for  recommendations on additional handgun restrictions 
is based upon two premises: (1) the vast reservoir of 40 million hand
guns easily accessible to criminals through thefts, burg lary  and cheap, 
secondhand commercial traffic must eventually be dr ied up;  and (2) 
even to the extent tha t criminals would s till have weapons, the  hard 
facts indicate, contrary, to common belief, tha t the rest of us are 
safer if we do not have handguns. The bulk of homicides committed 
each year—not to mention serious wounding or fata l accidents—do 
not involve criminals attacking st rangers , but involve altercations be
tween acquaintances.

The adoption at the national level of the following additionally 
listed recommendations would be a major step towards reducing 
homicides, serious woundings, and fata l accidents th at are generated  
by 40 million handguns  in the United  States.

One: Tha t a period of 180 days be established during which time 
citizens be required to turn  in their  handguns for which they might 
receive appropriate compensation from the Government.

Tw o: That a reasonable period be established—perhaps  180 days— 
tha t af ter such period any unauthorized person with  a handgun in his 
or her possession would be subject to a j ail term and/o r fine.

Th ree : T hat  handguns  would be allowed in the possession of police 
and licensed security guards.

Four:  Tha t targ et shooting clubs would be allowed to own han d
guns if such guns were stored in a safe place or in a police s tation.

Five:  T hat antique guns would be exempted.
Si x: That but for the exceptions above, it would be unlawful for 

any person to import, manufacture, sell, buy, tran sfer , receive or 
transport any handgun or handgun ammunition.

We believe the time has come in our Nation to take bolder action. 
As our task is new, we must thin k anew. Together with other effective 
crime prevention and crime reducing measures, as pa rt of a compre
hensive program, we must curtail  and eliminate the availability of 
handguns. The recommendations herein urged are imperat ive to se
cure and preserve the domestic t ranq uility necessary for  self-govern
ment in the U nited  States.

Mr. Conyers. Mr. Lowery, tha t is an excellent statement from you 
as the directo r of public safety and justice on behal f of the New 
Detroit , Inc. I t’s a very strong statement, considering the makeup 
of your organization, comprising businessmen, industria l leaders, 
suburbanites and others.

What I would like to suggest, and I am almost embarrassed to be 
put in the position of being more moderate than  New Detroit, Inc., 
afte r all the things you have said in terms of the ir lack of joining 
the issue, here you have really joined th e issue.

Now, th is bounty provision and the fining of people afte r the 180- 
dav period, the fine or sentence, let me just tell you the problem 
I have. As we have taken testimony here, Aaron, what I am con
vinced of is now we have 199 years  of American history  of building



up the myth  and supp ort of the gun. I don’t know how I would get 
most of the House of Represen tatives to pass legis latio n like tha t. 
Can it be th at one day we would pass a law th at  would not only stop 
any furth er production of handguns, but would go back and take 
the ones from people who tho ught they  were doing rig ht  when they 
purchased them? Now, from th at  point of view, I may be considered 
a m odera te or a-----

Mr. L owery. Mr. C hairman , I mig ht add that  the recommendations 
that  I just read are really principles, and  t ha t I th ink  the  u rgency of 
the problem is pinpointed oy the 180 days, as indica ted  again. These 
are princ iples  and I am certain the  180 days  is not  in cement, but 
they wanted to pinpoint the urgency of thi s problem.

Mr. Conyers. I  thin k the problem is prett y urg ent , bu t suppose we 
were able to t rea t this problem differen t f rom narcotics. This has been 
the constant reference all du rin g these  hearings, guns and dope, But 
narcotics stem from unknown sources. They are trafficked through  
illegal inte rnation al routes, none opera ting under the sanction of 
law. But we know who makes the guns. We know where the imports 
come from. We know what the Governm ent does to stimulate all of 
the fanta sies  that are connected with thi s subject. So why don’t we 
begin to carefully restr ict the  manufac ture so th at  the  avalanche of 
21A million shotguns may soon begin at least  to tu rn  the  tide on th is 
subject.

Now, will that  take too long? Are  you impat ien t with that  kind 
of procedure?

Mr. Lowery. One thi ng  I mig ht add  is th at  we o ften  ref er to this  
as a comprehensive approach . Th at  might  be several  steps in that  
approach but we do believe th at  you can’t isolate jus t dryin g up the 
market of 2.5 million guns withou t some oth er kind  of things tha t 
are necessary. I am not say ing thi s is not the  panacea bu t we are 
saying a comprehensive approach.

Mr. Conyers. We think we have  t o know who i s g ett ing  how much 
of what,  where, and for  what  purpose. I t becomes clea r that  any 
inte llige nt discussion of thi s subject requ ires th at  you know fa r more 
than the Federal  Government knows abou t dist ributio n of weapons 
in this  country. So that,  I think , is going to be crit ical . I  think it 
points dire ctly  to some f ur ther  refinements of the procedures needed 
in terms of us knowing where weapons are, and try ing to address 
ourselves to t ha t illegal m arke t, those numbers of people who constitu te 
the problem. You know, people constan tly tell me what the  cr iminals  
are goin g to do about gun control. They  are not going  to registe r their 
weapons. Well , I  mean, any-----

Mr. Lowery. I  thin k t ha t as p ar t of a comprehensive approach that  
certa inly  a moratorium on the man ufacture or dry ing  up of the 
production of handguns in conjunction with the confiscation of hand
guns, it ’s my und erstanding that hundred s of thou sands of handguns  
are confiscated each year, bu t as long as we are con tinu ing to  produce  
those hand guns, they are being replaced. Again, I would have to 
emphasize the comprehensive approach  to the dry ing  up of the 
ava ilab ility  o f handguns.  Fo r example, I have heard testim ony today  
concern ing guns tha t are in the  hands of law abid ing citizens.  Here
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in Michigan alone, during the las t 10 years, we have h ad 38,000 guns 
or more th at  were stolen, only  30 pe rcent of  those handguns were ever  
reported or recovered. I think that,  in itsel f, shows a  legitim ate source 
has really become an  i llegit imate source.

Mr. Conyers. I don’t think that  anybody in this  coun try should  
expect th at  the Congress is going to dr af t laws which criminals  will 
obey. I don’t expect those who are engaging in crimes in America 
and  usin g weapons are going  to obey the 1968 gun law, the Michigan 
reg ist rat ion  requirements,  the  Detroi t city ordinance, requiremen ts 
or anyth ing  else. Th at’s what  law enforcement  is about. If  all the 
criminals were going to obey, then  t his  would be a much easier  s itua
tion  to resolve. But I would like to commend your thou ghtfulne ss 
and the  leng th of time that you have been involved in thi s question. 
The one thi ng  t ha t gives me some difficulty is th e notion of somehow 
tal kin g people into  giving up a weapon that  they  have already pu r
chased. I don’t th ink  it will work. I would much ra ther  leave them 
out there and  do something about  cut ting  ava ilab ility  off somewhere 
alon g the  line. I jus t don’t see how confiscation is going to happ en 
when wTe consider 40 million handguns.

Mr. Lowery. We gave a lot of tho ugh t in our delib erat ions to that  
quest ion, and  it ’s our belief that  a number of people are saying that  
thi s prob lem cannot be resolved, and I  think  the only way you can 
resolve it, th is problem, is to  thi nk  we must give it a try . Cer tain ly, 
shootin g fo r the  moon is the apex. If  you should fal l some place 
short  o f t ha t, it  would be a major accomplishment.

Mr.  Conyers. Th at is very optim istic thinking . Aga in, thou gh,  you 
have a number of  excellent recommendations at all levels.

Le t me ask you one oth er question, because we do have one other 
witness, what about the responsibility of law enforcemen t officers at 
the  local level to provide an appro priate measure  of sup port that  
would relieve those citizens who feel they  have a defensive need for 
the  weapon, to feel more secure?

Mr. Lowery. There are a number of thin gs th at  local law enforce
men t agencies must do to overcome that  fear th at  you mus t have a 
han dgun. Cer tain ly, the response time  is an important factor. One of 
the  th ing s that  law enforcement agencies thro ugh out  the  country 
are tryi ng  to do is to increase their response time  when they  are 
called . Bu t, in terms  of the homicides th at  have evolved among 
friends,  rela tives and acquaintances, no amount of response time is 
going to elim inate th at ; it ’s jus t the ava ilability  of the hand gun, 
itse lf.

Mr. Conyers. I am talkin g about crea ting  communi ties where 
people feel more safe in terms of  st reet  crime.

Mr. Lowery. I think that  relates to the dist ribu tion  of our law- 
enforcem ent power. Certainly , the old concept of police officers get
tin g back to the  beat, of making people feel safe r by knowing that  a 
law-enforcem ent person is close by and can respond , that goes a long 
way tow ard  addressing t ha t problem. We have become so mechanized 
tod ay in the  average metropolitan  areas, and rural  areas, as well, 
th at  the  response time is of such a natu re that  the people, once a 
pe rpet ra to r enters, if  that person should get in, that  the law en-
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forcement people will not respond in such time to apprehend tha t 
individual.

Mr. Conyers. You have helped me in gett ing a furt her g rip on the 
kind of elements that  will go into the bill that  I  will introduce. There 
are some five bills already in. We are try ing  to evaluate  the merits 
and the liabilities of each of these provisions. It  is the most complex 
challenge tha t I have had since I have been in the  Congress and I 
appreciate  you, and the work of your organization, particularly on 
many of the committees t ha t you serve in which you try  to get the 
word to some of the people around the State that  may not know the 
problems of living in cities at this time. I am gra tefu l for the range 
of activities tha t you have contributed. Thank you very much for 
joining us.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lowery follows:]
Statem ent of Aaron Lowery, Director of P ublic Safety and J ustice,

New  Detroit, I nc.
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee on crime. I am Aaron Lowery, director of public safety  and justice for New Detroit, Inc.New Detro it is a non-profit organization representing a cross-section of volunteer citizens from the Detroit  metropolitan tri-county community. The citizens who comprise its 64-member board include industry leaders, bankers, school board members, college professors, labor leaders, high school students and members of the legal profession. The trust ees are  black, white and brown, Christian  and Jew, mili tant and conservative.
As you know, crime and the fea r of crime is a majo r and growing concern of our nation. Crime in the United States, as measured by the crime index offenses, increased 17%. Guns were used in many of those crimes.
According to U.S. News & World Report (February  10, 1975), someone used a gun in a crime every two minutes  in 1973, for a total tha t year of 279,169 gun crimes.
Because handguns are involved in so many of the gun crimes, especially murder, and many other incidents, New Detroit’s board of trustees adopted, on June 6, 1975, a position statem ent regarding handguns. The statement urges consideration of (1) New Detroit’s 1968 gun control recommendations tha t have not been implemented, and (2) the support and adoption of additional federnl handgun recommendations tha t would include making it  unlawful, with limited exceptions, for a person to import, manufacture,  sell, buy, transfe r, receive, possess or transport any handgun or handgun ammunition.
Mr. Chairman, the following is New Detroit’s position statem ent regarding handguns.

New Detroit, I nc.—Position Statement R egarding Handguns

The estimated forty million handguns  in the United States,1 the 2.5 million new handguns manufactured for the U.S. marke t each year  and ten thousand handgun murders annually pose a clear and present  danger  to the internal security of our nation. Handguns represent a major threa t to our society’s safety. Self-government can only operate as an open society. People must be free to move about, to assemble and attend meetings in all forms of pursuit,  to shop, to work, to engage in political action, to exercise the fundamental cognate rights  of the First Amendment. Indeed our Constitution and Bill of Rights can only operate in an open society. People must be free from fear in their houses and work places. Fea r paralyzes self-government.
Our city and nation, however, are fas t moving toward a closed society. The miasma of fear  is penetrating much of our society and becoming an omnipresent
1 C on gr es sion al  Re cord, Pro ce ed in gs  an d Deb at e of  th e 94 th  Co ng ress , F ir s t Se ss ion.  F eb ru ar y  19.  19 75; U.S . Ne ws  & W or ld  Rep or t,  F eb ru ary  10, 1975; The  N at io nal  S ta r,  Ap ril  13, 1974.
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fact of American life. An increasing number of people ar e afra id to walk down the street, to shop, to work, to assemble, to engage in political action. There is an increasing stultification  of the routine activity of people. A closed society endangers the processes of a democratic republic. It  is no exaggeration to conclude that  the existence of self-government itself is at stake.There are many reasons for this phenomena. Among the main reasons are the rising, pervasive and compacted presence of crime and the increasing avail ability and use of weaponry, primarily handguns. A vicious circle has evolved. People are af ra id ; they think they need protection, therefore, they buy handguns. And the more handguns they buy and have available the more injur ies and deaths occur. The more the need for safety is perceived and handguns purchased, the less is safety produced with widespread availabil ity of handguns. The fact is tha t there is a contradiction between achieving domestic tranqu ility and the availab ility of forty million handguns. Ten thousand homicides by handguns each year attest  to that.  The primary purpose of a handgun is to kill a human being. Handguns do not promote safe ty ; handguns generate violent crime.
The continuance of this vicious circle must end. Vigorous enforcement of present local and national laws must be pressed. New state and local measures must be adopted regarding licensing, registra tion and education. But the  problem is national. The problem transcends  state  boundaries. There are approximately forty-two (42) states tha t do not even require a license to purchase a handgun, and only nine (9) states  require a waiting period between applications to purchase handguns and final sale. There are also approximately  20,000 state  and local firearm laws, many of which are conflicting and unenforceable. There must be a national approach. We must reduce the present availability of handguns. We must stop the manufacture and sale of handguns except for very limited categories.
We have all seen a headline about the homeowner o r shopkeeper who shoots a robber. But, in fact, handguns are rarely used successfully by law-abiding citizens. Studies in Detroit and Los Angeles show tha t only 2% of reported home robberies and 1% of reported home burglaries result  in the intruder being shot by the householder. These studies are detailed in “Firearms and Violence in American Life”, volume 7 of the staff reports to the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence.2
For this minimal protection against  intruders, Americans are  paying a high price in the killing and wounding—both accidental and deliberate—of family members, friends and acquaintances. In 1973, gun deaths totaled approximate ly 26,000. There were 13,000 murders, 10,000 suicides and 3,000 accidents.Most killings are not done by persons carrying concealed weapons on thei r persons in violation of the statutes . Most American homicides do occur in the home and the handgun is the usual instrument, because it  is handy and is most often kept loaded. Murder within the family made up approximately one-fourth of the 19,510 murder offenses in 1973. Handguns were the weapons used in 53% of the 19,510 murders.
Another study described in the Violence Commission staff report demonstrat ed tha t 71% of all killings in Chicago involved relatives, friends and neighbors. Almost always, the attacks were generated by spontaneous rage, and the attacker was not necessarily determined to kill. In Detroit in 1974, 54% of all homicides involved a handgun and 47% of the homicide victims were married, living as common law, acquaintances or related to the defendants.Almost every handgun ever used in a criminal act was at one time owned by an honest citizen. Inescapably, we learn tha t those millions of “honest” handguns provide the reservoir tha t keeps the criminal arsenals  full. The reason handguns are so easily available to criminals is simple because handguns are everywhere. Handguns in honest hands get into the stree ts through burglaries, thefts, pawns, loans and, sometimes, sales. In Detroit alone, 2,060 handguns were reported stolen in 1973. An untold number of thefts went unreported.Contrary to popular belief, it is not the usual practice for a criminal to contemplate a crime and then go looking for a gun. Fa r more often, offenders
2 President Johnson estab lished  the Natio nal Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence on June 10, 1968.



commit crimes only after they find themselves with the capacity to intimidate a victim.
In 1968, New Detroit adopted the attached gun control recommendations. A number of the recommendations are now a part of the Federal  Gun Control Act of 1968, and others are part  of Michigan state law. The Gun Control Act of 1968 includes the recommendation tha t (1) requires, as a pre-condition of sale by mail order or over-the-counter sale, a purchaser to supply the name and address of the principal law enforcement officer of his place of residence; that the named officer be notified of the prospective purchase; and tha t a seven- day waiting period be established, (2) requires the regis tration of all gun dealers, and (3) makes i t unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as handguns to persons who are too young to hear the terrible responsibility tha t is placed in the hands of a gun owner.
Michigan law now includes New Detroi t’s 1968 recommendations tha t (1) centralized records of handgun ownership be maintained, (2) sta te fingerprint checks for any criminal record be required as a pre-condition to the issuance of a permit to purchase a handgun in Michigan, (3) prohibits certain categories of persons, such as habitua l alcoholics, drug addicts, mental incompetents, persons with a history of mental disturbance and persons convicted of certain offenses, from buying, owning or possessing firearms, and (4) places a ban on the  sale and possession of military-type armaments such as bazookas, mortars, mines and fully automatic  weaponry.
We believe tha t the 1968 New Detro it recommendations have in the past and will in  the futu re reduce the probability tha t potentia l criminal offenders will acquire firearms. However, we also believe t ha t in view of the spiraling rate  of gun crimes, especially murder, additional approaches to gun control are warranted.
Accordingly, we subscribe to, and urge consideration of (1) New Detroit’s 1968 recommendations tha t have not been implemented, and (2) the support and adoption of the following additionally  listed handgun recommendations.The 1968 New Detroit recommendations tha t are not included in the present federal or  sta te gun control laws a re : 3
1. Tha t provisions be made for automatic revocation of handgun license upon conviction for a felony;
2. That  laws be enacted for requiring the registration and licensing of all handguns, rifles and shotguns, both those already in priva te hands and those acquired in the future ;
3. Tha t laws be enacted for requiring the purchaser of ammunition to present a gun permit for said caliber as a condition of sa le ;4. Tha t laws be enacted to make it unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as handguns by mail orde r;
5. That  lnws be enacted to make it unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as handguns in one state to the residents of another st at e;6. Tha t the Michigan statutory exemption, for any privately operated organization tha t has managed to secure special United States  Government-granted privileges to buy or sell Government-owned guns and ammunition, be eliminated unless the organizations demonstrate tha t they engage in a meaningful screening of new members to exclude persons who do not qualify under their own expressed standards, as well as under  provision of law governing gun ownership for all citizens.
The need for recommendations on additional handgun restric tions is based upon two premises : (1) the vast reservoir  of forty million handguns easily accessible to criminals through thefts, burglary and cheap, secondhand commercial traffic must eventually be dried up;  and (2) even to the extent tha t criminals would still have weapons, the hard facts  indicate, contrary to common belief, tha t the rest of us are safe r if we do not have handguns. The bulk of homicides committed each year—not to mention serious woundings or fatal accidents—do not involve criminals attacking strangers, but involves alt ercations between acquaintances.
The adoption at the nationa l level of the following additionally  listed recommendations would be a major step towards reducing homicides, serious wound-
s If  the add itio nal  handgun recommendations on page six are  adopted  a t the  federal level, the  1968 recommenda tions would re la te  only to rifles and shotguns.
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ings, and fata l accidents tha t are generated by forty million handguns in the 
United States :

1. That a period of 180 days be established during which time citizens be r e
quired to turn  in thei r handguns for which they might receive appropriate 
compensation from the government.

2. That  a reasonable period be established (perhaps 180 days) ; tha t afte r 
such period any unauthorized person with a handgun in his or her possession 
would be subject to a j ail term and /or fine ;

3. That  handguns would be allowed in the possession of police and licensed 
security guard s;

4. That target shooting clubs would be allowed to own handguns if such 
guns were stored in a safe place or in a police sta tio n;

5. That  antique guns would be exempted;
6. That  but for the exceptions above, it would be unlawful for any person 

to import, manufacture, sell, buy, trans fer, receive or transport any handgun 
or handgun ammunition.

We believe the time has come in our nation to take bolder action. As our 
task is new, we must think anew. Together with other effective crime preven
tion and crime reducing measures, as par t of a comprehensive program, we 
must curta il and eliminate the availabil ity of handguns. The recommendations 
herein urged are imperative to secure and preserve the domestic tranquility  
necessary for self-government in the United States.

Exhibit A
(Adopted by New Detroit Committee, July 11, 1968)

N ew  D etroit  Com mittee—Gun  Control R ecom mendations

The New Detroit Committee believes tha t controls a t all levels of government 
must be strengthened  in order to reduce the probability tha t potent ial criminal 
offenders will acquire firearms. It  agrees tha t the interests of persons desiring 
such weapons for legitimate purposes must be preserved within the context of 
the overall public safety. No system of control, of course, can guarantee tha t 
society will be safe from the misuse of firearms, but the New Detro it Com
mittee is convinced tha t a strengthened system can make an important con
tribut ion to reducing the danger  of crime in Detroit and Michigan.

The New Detroit Committee recommends tha t the Governor and the legis
lature of the State of Michigan take immediate steps to bring about the adop
tion of the recommendations on firearms’ control submitted by the Michigan 
Commission on Crime, Delinquency and Criminal Administration,  dated De
cember 15, 1967. The New Detroit Committee believes these recommendations 
represent a necessary minimum step toward gun control which has already 
laid too long wi thout positive action. The New Detroit Committee believes there 
should be coordination between the Federal, State and Local governing bodies 
on this mat ter and unanimously endorses these recommendations and urges 
citizen support for them. These recommendations in summary st at e:

1. THE PURCHASE OF HAN DGU NS IN  MICH IGAN

We recommend tha t existing Michigan law be amended to require a state 
police fingerprint check for any criminal record, as a pre-condition to the is
suance of a permit to purchase a handgun in Michigan. We recommend tha t 
centralized records of handgun ownership be maintained with provision for 
automatic license revocation upon conviction for a felony.

2.  FEDERAL CONTROL OF HANDGUN PURC HASES

We recommend that as a pre-condition to the sale of a handgun by mail order, 
or to a non-resident “over-the-counter,” tha t the prospective purchaser be re
quired to supply the name and address of the principal law enforcement officer 
of his place of residence; tha t the named officer be notified of the prospective 
purchase; tha t a 14-day waiting period be estab lished; tha t if the seller is 
notified tha t the prospective purchaser is unqualified to purchase a handgun 
under the law of his  place of residence, consummation of the sale be prohibited.
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The interpretation  of law by the designated officer should be subject to judicial  review.
3.  MIL IT AR Y- TY PE  FIRE AR MS

We recommend an absolute ban on the sale of those weapons no citizen has a justifiable reason for owning, namely, military-type armaments such as bazookas, mortars, mines, and fully automat ic weaponry.
■». SPEC IAL  GO VERNMENT PRIVILEGE S TO PRIVAT E GROUPS

We oppose, in respect to handgun purchases, the continuation of the present Michigan statutory exemption for any privately  operated organization that has managed to secure special United States Government-granted privileges to buy or sell government owped guns and ammunition, unless they demonstrate that  they engage in a meaningful screening of new members to exclude persons who do not qualify under thei r own expressed standards,  as well as under provisions of law governing gun ownership for all citizens.In addition the New Detroit Committee believes the necessary steps should be taken immediately to :
5. Enact laws prohibiting certa in categories of persons, such as habitua l alcoholics, drug addicts, mental incompetents, persons with a history of mental disturbance, and persons convicted of certain offenses, from buying, owning, or possessing firearms.
0. Require the registra tion and licenses of all handguns, rifles, and shotguns, both those already in private  hands and those acquired in the future .7. Require the regist ration of a ll Gun Dealers.8. Require the purchaser of ammunition to present  a gun permit for said caliber as a condition of sale.
The New Detroit Committee’s position on Federal Gun Control Legislation has lieen stated on June  20. It  was stated then tha t we urge the adoption of current gun control legislation before Congress which would:Make it unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as hand guns by mailorder.
Make i t unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as hand guns to persons who are  too young to bear the terrible responsibility tha t is placed in the hands of a gun owner; and
Mnke it unlawful to sell rifles and shotguns as well as hand guns in  one state  to the residents of another  state.

Exhibit B
H an dgun  Sta tis tic s

1. There were 19,510 murders in the United States in 1973, of which 53%, or 10,340, were by handguns.
2. In 1974, 132 police officers were killed on duty, and 95, or 72%, were killed by handguns.
3. In Michigan in 1973, handguns  were used in 556 (51%) of the 1,082 murders and non-negligent manslaughters, and in 6,478 (28%) of the 23,001 aggravated assaults.
4. In Detroit in 1973, handguns were involved in 406 (54%) of the 751 murders, and in 6,199 ( 38%) of the 16,249 armed robberies.5. In Detroit, 2060 guns were reported stolen in 1973. Only 909 were recovered by police.
6. In 1973, nationally, 9 infants under one year of age were murdered by handguns, 44 between the ages of one and four, 55 between the ages of five and nine, 151 between ten and fourteen, 1,005 between fifteen and nineteen.7. In 1974, some 2,600 Americans were killed in handgun accidents, and most of these persons were under age 20.8. In a Gallup Poll in November of 1974, 71% stated tha t all firearms should be registered.
9. In a Michigan survey by Market  Opinion Research in 1974, 54% stated  they would like to see a law which would outlaw handguns.10. In a Detroit survey by MOR in 1974, 60% stated  they would like a law which would outlaw handguns.
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EX HIB IT  "C ”
BY TYPE OF WEAPON USED IN U .S .

HANDGUN
RIF LE
SHOTGUN
CUT TIN G OR STA BBI NG
OTHER WEAPON( c lu b , p o is o n , e t c . )
PERSONAL WEAPON(h a n d s,  f i s t s ,  f e e t ,  e t c . )
DUE TO ROUNDIN G, THE TOTAL DOES NOT ADD UP TO 1 9 ,5 1 0 .

SOUR CE: U .S . U n if orm  Cr im e R e p o rts  (1 97 3)

4



MURDER E X H IB IT  " D 1

BY TY PE OF WEAPON USE D IN  DET RO IT

1 9 7 3

HANDGUN 4 0 6

R IF L E

SHOTGUN

CU TT IN G OR ST ABB IN G

OTH ER

61

7 3

1 1 5

9 6

87.

107 .

15 7.

13 7.

SO URC E:  D e t r o i t  P o l i c e  D e p a r t m e n t  S t a t i s t i c a l  B r e a k d o w n  
o f  H o m ic id e s  i n  1 9 7 3
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Mr. Conyers. I will call to talk,  Mr. George Killeen, is lie here?
Did you have a prepared statement?
Mr. K illeen. Yes, I am going to leave that . I understand tha t you 

are in need of time and I am sure that  most of the facts tha t I would 
talk  about have already been covered. If  I can just briefly address 
myself to one of my points that  I  wanted to talk  to you about.

Mr. Conyers. Do you have a prepared statement  fo r the record ?
Mr. K illeen. Yes; we do, and we have already given it.
Mr. Conyers. Then it will be incorporated into the record.

TESTIMONY OF GEORGE F. KI LL EE N,  COMMISSIONER, 3D DIS TRICT , 
WA YNE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Mr. Killeen. My observation is, first of all, it isn’t often in a 
political life tha t you get to talk to people who can effect change and 
I appreciate  being able to come before a board tha t would be able to 
effect some change in  this  area.

My interpreta tion of a handgun is to seriously inju re or kill a 
human being at close range. In  terms of human pain and suffering, 
grief,  it is beyond measurable belief. The banning of the handgun, I 
believe, as is historica lly indicated, has failed, as prohibition did with 
liquor. I  don’t believe it will work with handguns. Prohibition always 
seems to create more problems than  it solves. Frankly, I  thin k the 
handgun advocates will have enough streng th to beat any handgun 
lobby in the foreseeable future. The handgun lobby, spearheaded by 
the National Rifle Association, is one of the  strongest forces in Wash
ington. Sheer numbers and tremendous wealth. They have beaten to 
death any meaningful control of guns. Public opinion polls have in di
cated as much as 81 percent of all Americans are in favor of some 
kind of effective handgun regulation. Something must be done about 
this American tragedy.

Based on exhaustive personal study, I propose what  we need, I 
believe, as a national program of handgun responsibili ty. The key 
word is responsibility. Let  those who wish to own handguns be re
sponsible for the training of the would-be handgun owners in re
sponsible ownership. Those who own handguns be responsible for the 
screening out the imeompetent applicants, with powerful financial 
incentives in the form of steep insurance premiums to maintain the 
quality  of the screening process. L et the cost of handguns, who now 
fall on society in general, be borne by handgun owners through a 
system of compulsory national  handgun  insurance.

I believe we have to t rea t handguns  as we do the automobile which, 
if misused, can also become a deadly weapon. Before a person can 
drive, he must have passed rigorous tests, must prove his ability, 
physically and mentally to be capable to drive. His  automobile must 
be registered. Through this regist ration  the ownership may be quickly 
identified in the event of an accident or a crime. The automobile 
owner must be properly insured for  at least personal inju ry and 
prope rty damage.

Mr. Conyers. Are you suggesting then tha t there be some form of 
national  insurance into which everyone th at owns a handgun would 
be paying so that when an inju ry or death occurred, there would be 
some method of indemnification?
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Mr. K illeen. That is pa rt of the proposal. The other part of the 
proposal is th at the NRA, and I am not talk ing  about the National 
Recovery Act, which I hope it would be, b ut the  National Rifle As
sociation be the agent for  the insurance. They already have the 
mechanism built in their organization to screen and they have led us 
to believe they are concerned about responsible gun ownership. If  
they be the  agent tha t would issue the insurance policy at the time 
of purchase, they would all have the opp ortu nity  of maybe even 
getting them in the ir own organization.  But they  will also have the *
oppor tunity to screen and to bette r adapt itse lf to the person who 
owns the handgun. You know, we keep talk ing  about the criminals, 
as you have been indica ting, I am not addressing myself to the 
criminals, I am address ing myself to the  potential  where the most -great good can be done, and that ’s the respectable individual who is 
owning the handgun and that  i f the National Rifle Association really 
believes that  they are concerned about the qual ity of the handgun 
owner, then the proposit ion of the ir being the agent  throu gh an act 
of Congress for an insurance program that  would insure the person 
on the other end of the gun in the case of a gun accident, it would be of great value.

Mr. Conyers. Well, it’s a novel approach. We haven’t heard tha t 
before, I will say that, for  you Commissioner Killeen. I hope you 
indicate also in subsequent correspondence the reaction of the National Rifle Association to the ir role in your  proposal.

Mr. Killeen. Yes; the National Rifle Association, and I  don’t have 
to tell you, was really born of necessity, and I sometimes can’t 
identi fy what they talk  about  as the enemy, when I look over the 
deaths tha t result from a handgun. In relationship, the enemy must be a member of my family and it must happen in my own home.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Killeen follows:]
Statem ent of George F. K ill ee n, Com mis sioner, W ayne County Board of 

Comm issionersGood afternoon.
What I am going to talk about today is not the most pleasant of subjects.But I believe the time has come in our national life when this matte r must be faced, and faced squarely.
More importantly , the time has come—in fact, the time is long past due— *when something must be done about it.
I am referring to the growing menace of handguns in our streets, in our public places, and most particular ly, in our homes.
It is difficult to minimize th is problem in the face of the facts. *The grim carnage makes the headlines every da y: Wives and husbands shot dead . . . friends killed in the heat of argument . . . children’s lives snuffed out by accident . . . revenge shootings in which everybody really loses.Our nation's cities have become armed camps. Shootings have become commonplace.
In Detroit alone, for example, police estimate tha t half a million unregistered handguns are in people’s hands.
Seventy percent of the  homicides occurring in Michigan are committed with firearms.
The largest  single cause  of paralyzing spinal injury  being treated in Detro it today is gun shot wounds.
Increasingly, the young in our cities see the handgun as the ultim ate badge of manhood.
Guns are used in about 12O-thousand robberies per year  in the United States.Twenty-thousand Americans are killed by guns each year. Half these deaths are homicides. Of the  remaining half, suicides account for  7-thousand deaths and accidents for 3-thousand.
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Our national firearms homicide ra te is 35 times tha t of England or Germany. In one recent year, there were more than  500 gun deaths in New York Cityand only three  in Tokyo, the world’s large st city.
And in Detroit, of course, the time when only 500 gun deaths  occurred in a

year is now only history.
Let’s tak e a brief stat istical look at the gun deaths in Detroit. What comes to mind for most of us probably is the hapless victim shot by a robber. But such is not the case.
The fact  is that , a Detro iter has a bette r chance of being shot in his own home by someone known to him than of being shot by a stranger.
This is illus trated by a break-down of the 751 homicides that occurred in Detroit  in 1973.
Handguns were used in 342—or 54 percent—of the  shootings.
Shotguns and rifles were involved in another 134 cases.
In 52 percent of the cases, the victim was killed in his own home. Not surprisingly, the next most likely place for a shooting proved to be a bar room.In 69 percent—or 342 instances—the assai lant was known to the victim . . . was either a relative or, most likely, an acquaintance.
Most often the cause of the shooting was simply an argument. Tha t was the case in 270 shootings.
Robbery was the motive in only 154 of the 751 cases.
Fifty  percent of those who pulled the t rigger had no previous criminal record.As those figures show, the most frequent  cause of shooting deaths  is an argument—usually with alcohol involved—between people who know each other.
In the old days, an argument might result  in fisticuffs. Today, too many people reach for a handgun instead. Why? Simply because the gun is there. It  is in the home, ready to be used. Tha t ends the argument—and a person’s life.In addition to the  danger of injury or death to residents and visitors, hand

guns in the home have another draw back : They are a major source of weapons for the worst kinds of criminals.
Las t year in Detroit, more than 2 thousand guns were stolen, most of them in home burglaries.
A gun is as good as cash to a hoodlum. He can either sell it  in a back alley or use it for robberies.
The situation was studied recently by the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Just ice System Coordinating Council.
The council concluded tha t possession of a gun seldom prevented a robbery or burglary, but was a major facto r in homicides among friends and acqua intances.
The study found only eight instances over a year’s time in which home owners were able to use their  guns to prevent robberies. The crimina l usually has the element of surprise on his side.
It  is obvious tha t the American fascination  with guns—a hold-over from our fron tier past—is a mounting national tragedy.
There are, of course, environmental factors involved in much aggressive behavior.
But the  key question is th is : Would the aggression have resulted in death or permanent  severe injury  if a gun had not been readily available?
In an overwhelming number of instances, I think the answer would be “no.”The handgun was designated for one purpose—to seriously inju re or kill a human being at  relatively  close range.
The cost paid by society in general for the damages inflicted by guns is tremendous.
In terms of human pain and suffering and grief, it  is beyond human measure.In terms of dollars spent on insurance payments and premiums, on support of families who have lost their  breadwinners, on physical rehab ilitat ion for the growing numbers of the maimed . . .  we are talking many millions, perhaps billions.
Tha t brings us to the ques tion: What can we do about the growing handgun menace?
In recent years, many voices have been calling for the outr ight banning of private handgun ownership in order to reverse thei r terrible proliferation.But I believe history indicates tha t approach would fail. Prohibit ion did not work with liquor, and I don’t believe it would work with handguns.
Prohibition always seems to create more problems than it solves.



Frankly, I do not think the  gun control  advo cates wil l have enough stre ngth to bea t the  gun lobby in the  foreseeable fut ure .
The  gun lobby, spea rhea ded by the National  Rifle Assoc iation, is one of the  strongest forces  in Washington . Through she er num bers  and  enorm ous wealth, the gun lobby has beaten to dea th every effort at  meanin gful gun control.Yet public opinion polls have shown th at  as much as 81 percen t of the American people are in fav or of some kind  of effective gun  regulation.Something cer tain ly mus t be done abo ut th is American  tragedy.On a basis  of a pre tty  exh aus tive personal  stud y, I hav e a proposal to make.What we need, I believe, is a nat ional prog ram of han dgu n responsib ility.  The key word is responsibility.
Let  those who wish to own handguns be responsible fo r the  tra ining  of all would-be handgun owners in responsible ownership .
Let those  who own handguns be responsib le for  screenin g ou t the incompetent appl icants, with  powerful financ ial incentives in the form of steep insurance premiums to maintain  the qua lity  of the screenin g process .
Let the  costs  of handguns which now fa ll on society in gen era l be borne by handgun owners through a system of compulsory  nat ion al handgun insurance.Essentially , I believe we have to trea t handguns as we do the  autom obile  which, if misused, can also become a dead ly weapon.
Before a person may drive , lie mu st pass  rigorous tes ts to prove he is physically and  mentally competent  to do so.
His automobile must be regis tered . Thus own ersh ip may be quickly determined  in the  event of an acciden t or a crime.
And the  auto owner must be properly insured for  at  lea st personal inju ry and property  damage.
And finally, it  is the  moto r vehicle  owner who pays most of the cost  of high way construction  and mainte nance through  fuel and vehicle weight taxes.I believe the  same principle s can and should be applied  to handguns on a nat ional basis  through an act of Congress.
How best to implement a na tional  system of handgun responsibility?I think  one good way would be to make the National Rifle Assoc iation responsible for  the program.
This may come as a shock in view of the  fac t that  the  N-R-A is in the forefro nt of tlie gun lobby.
But af te r all, the N-R-A has  always ma inta ined th at  one of its  chief func tions  is to encou rage responsib le gun ownership.
As a nat ional organiz ation, the  N-R-A would prov ide an already-exist ing mechanism for  the  operation of the handgu n resp ons ibil ity program.My program would consist  of the  fol low ing :
1. Fede rally-approved  fees would be esta blished  for the required safe ty courses, chara cte r checks, possibly psychological  tes ts and  other procedures leading to a permit  to own a handgun.
2. The  NRA would be responsible for  the  fund ing and operation of the na tional handgun insurance  fund, out  of which paym ents  would be made  for  inju ry or dea th or prop erty  damage caused by handguns .
I can already  hear  the  angu ished  crie s of the  gun lobby. One of the first things they will throw at  me is art icl e two of the  Bill of Righ ts.
How many times have we hea rd it argued that  the  Bill of Rig hts  specifically sta tes  that , “The rig ht of the people to keep and bear arms, sha ll not  be infr inged.”
The gun booste rs always  conveniently omi t the  firs t pa rt  of th at  arti cle , the whole of which re ad s:
“A well- regulated mil itia , being necessary to the  securi ty of a free  sta te,  the right of the  people to keep and bear arms, sha ll not be inf ringed .”Obviously the  time is long past in thi s nat ion  when every shopkeeper  and farmer was a “min utem an” with his tru sty  musket over th e fireplace.In his exce llent  book. The  Saturday Night Special, Rober t She rril l reports  that  the  United Sta tes  Supreme Court has  ruled repe ated lv th at  art icle two  per tains only to the  rig ht  of a Sta te to establish a militia*
The modern militia  is, of course,  the  Nat ional Guard . It s weapons are  kep t und er lock and gua rd at  the  armory,  not  in the  homes of its  individual members.
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Also, the righ t to bear arms clearly refers  to the right to bear arms against 
an enemy of the State.

Unfortunately , sometimes normal, responsible citizens when under stress  
don’t know thei r neighbor or thei r wife from the enemy.

Too often, a gun bought for protection is used for  final and irrevocable set
tlement of an argument.

I believe there  are subs tantial numbers of Americans who, like myself, have 
no interest in bearing arms.

By assuming the  responsibilities I have suggested here, the organized gun 
boosters would relieve those of us who have no desire to own or use guns.

As things  now stand, we who do not use or encourage the use of guns, often pay the cost, financially and otherwise, of the fascination tha t one segment of 
our population has with firearms.

The success of the program would depend upon whether the Congress gives it  
any real teeth.

Certainly more st ringent screening of applicants for handgun permits would be required for success than those existing at present.
Right now anybody may purchase a handgun if he is over 18 years old and 

has not committed a felony.
The fact  tha t a person might be incompetent and downright dangerous with 

a handgun doesn’t ente r into the picture.
Felony convictions should not be the only factor considered.
One would not sell dynamite to a person who is mentally incompetent. One 

would not want  to see dynamite in the hands of a drunkard or a drug addict.Regulations over sale of dynamite are designed to keep it away from people unequipped to handle the explosive or without  a good reason for  wanting it.
No responsible adult  would give a stick of dynamite  to a child or leave it 

around for a youngster to play with.
A bullet can be jus t as fatal . Yet handguns are allowed to fall  into the 

hands of children, into the hands of habi tual drunkards , into the hands of drug 
addicts.

As I noted earlier, guns are involved in most homicides. And alcohol is in
volved in 50 percent of all homicides.

Given these factors, dare we not consider the character of the would-be 
handgun owner more carefu lly than we have up to now?

Today, 57 people will be killed in accidents, murders, suicides . . . involving 
the use of what has become America’s tra de mark : the gun.

It  doesn’t have to be t ha t way. We can save many of tomorrow’s 57 victims if we will treat handguns not as toys, not as symbols of manhood and power, but as the deadly weapons they are.
It  is time for the American people to confront thei r public officials and 

demand tha t they act responsibly on the gun issue . . . tha t they act to stem the rising tide of death and destruction in spite of all the influence the merchants  of death can muster  in Washington.
I urge you, let your Senators and Congressmen know how you feel.Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. Thank  you very much.
Ladies and gentlemen, I thank  all of you who have participated 

for the great cooperation I have received. I include mv own Detroit 
staff. The attitudes are commendable of nearly everyone who has 
partic ipated either as witnesses or as spectators in what is admittedly 
a very complex subject. We don’t know how many views have been 
changed. We don’t really know’ how much new evidence has been 
brought to our  attention. But we do feel that  there has been an 
attitude of fa irness and receptivity  on the par t o f the differing points 
of view on how firearms regulation might be best approached for 
this coming year in the Congress

Now, for those  of  you who would like to follow this more closely, 
I would like to offer a way tha t that might  be done. I  would per-
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sonally appreciate receiving any additional comments or responses 
about any of  the statements or the positions tha t have been made 
during the course o f this hearing,  or any ideas tha t may not have 
been expressed tha t would be part of your own views, so that  we 
migh t be able to incorporate them into our final report . There are 
50 bills, some call for the repeal of the Federal Gun Act, others  call 
for a total prohibit ion of the manufacture, sale, and possession of 
handguns. In between are a number of proposals dealing with  li
censing, regis tration , and oth er methods of dealing with the problem.

I should say thanks , also, to all of you here who have come as 
concerned citizens in the course of these hearings. I think that they 
have been helpful and it ’s my hope tha t with all of us giving our 
best views on the subject, tha t, perhaps, we will come forw ard with 
an effective piece of legislation. I hope all who suppo rt it  will be 
proud that they have done so, and that it might do some solid and 
substantial good in the future. So it ’s on tha t note of thanks that 
I respectfully conclude the hearings  here in the  city of Detroit.

The committee stands in recess.
[Whereupon the hear ing was adjourned to reconvene at  the call of 

the Chair.]



APPENDIXES

A ppen d ix  1
CORRESPONDENCE

Albright United Metho dist  C hu rc h,
Milwaukee, Wis., June 16,1975.

Hon. J ohn Conyers,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Conyers : The enclosed resolution relative  to handgun control was 
adopted June 7, 1975 by the annual  session of the Wisconsin Conference of the 
United Methodist Church. This 1,000-delegate body was nearly unanimous in 
its adoption of the resolution.

As one of the sponsors of it  and as a member of the General (national)  Board 
of Church & Society of the United Methodist Church I urge your support of 
national legislation banning the sale and purchase of handguns except for use by 
authorized law-enforcement personnel. As Boston Police Commissioner di Gracia 
has said, “Nothing will work entirely as long as the people can go to other 
state s to get guns. Tha t’s where the federal government comes in, making sure 
no one can get a gun anywhere in this country.” (Wall Street Journal 
June 10, 1975).

Thank  you for your leadership.
Sincerely,

R ichard Truitt.

Resolution on Hand-Gun Control for Consideration by th e W isconsin  
Conference  of th e United Methodist Chu rc h, 1975

The Christian faith  centers upon the worth of the individual, is squarely 
opposed to violent actions for the resolution of human conflict, and assumes with 
the Juda ic tradit ion the tragic evil of taking another’s life.

It follows tha t the Christian  Church should use its influence to reduce vio
lence and to encourage every safeguard against such criminal  behavior.

While the “right  to bear arms” is a Constitutional guarantee, given to a fron
tier  society fo r collective security, we believe the Christian must willingly yield 
individual privileges for the sake of public welfare. The right to possess certain 
weapons is not sac rosa nct; human life  is.

Because violent crime increased 8% in 1974 (FBI Report)  ;
Because the rate of homicides in the USA is the highest of any country in the 

world, and alarmingly s o;
Because over 10,000 persons will be murdered by hand-guns in this country 

this year (9,075 in 1973) ;
Because over 70% of all homicides will be committed by relatives or close 

acquaintances;
Because 73% of the murders in 1972 were carried  out by persons who had 

never before broken the law ;
Because hand-guns are involved in over 65% of all killings of police officers;
Because laws against concealed weapons are inconsequential “after-the-fac t” ;
Because hand-gun prolifera tion in the U.S. has been accelerating sharply, 

and resultan t deaths as sharply ;
THEREFORE the members of the  Wisconsin Conference of the United Method
ist Church urge immediate enactment of national legislation to ban the manu- 
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factu re, sale  and possession of hand-guns, except for  use by law enforcem ent agencies and by licensed spor t clubs where weapons a re secured on the  premises ; and passage of Wisconsin legislation to curb hand-gun sale and possession within  the sta te until nat ional legisla tion is in force.Fur thermore, we urge individual United  Methodists to work actively for  legislation  to prohib it priv ate hand-guns both in Wisconsin and nationa lly.Finally, we encourage the Conference Board  of Church and  Society to work uni late rally or in cooperat ion with  other religious bodies for legislat ion to prohibit private hand-guns.

Kalamazoo, Mich., A pri l 1), 1975.Hon. J ohn Conyers, Jr.,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Conyers : I am writin g thi s le tte r to express my conce rn over gun control. I hope you will be able  to personally  read this. I want to explain  what I feel are  the causes of the growing misuse of firearm s. The increas e in violen t crimes is almos t in direc t to the increase  in the dru g cultu re. The  televis ion and  the movies of today find i t n ecessary to show qui te grap hic portrayals  of violence. No longer do you see the  “good guy” triu mph at  the end of the film. You see someone exploding a fter  being shot by a pimp or a d rug  pusher . This  is not responsible film making.
One of the biggest disgraces in thi s country  are our  major inn er cities. After visi ting  Chicago, Detro it and Wash ington, D.C., in the  las t few months I am amazed that  you don’t have 10,(XX) homicides in these  and any oth er major cities. The comiilete filth, despair, poverty , and  sense of fru str ati on  in these  are as is disgracefu l, especia lly when our  government can so freely spend billions in foreign  aid  to help other  countries.
In your own city of Detroi t why did  the major ity  of judges in that  area  vote again st a mandatory one year sentence for  anyone involved in commiting a crime with a weaj>on? Why was a confessed slayer  of seven released? Why was the  person who killed the young newspaiie r girl given a permit to own firearms when the  police knew’ of this  ind ividual’s background? Why was he not arr es ted  immediately?  Why was he released by one judg e? And lat er  turned  in by his lawy er af te r a strong protest by people in the  area . Why was  he only charged with  second degree murder? These are ju st  a  few-of  the things th at  happen  over and over that  m ake people who obey law’s wonder  if someth ing isn ’t r eal ly wrong with  our  court system inste ad of gun law’s.Another fac t th at  is seldom public ized in thi s country  is th at  violent crimes are  commited with less than 1% of the  handguns in the  United States.An amendment I would offer would be :
1. Antique firea rms made before 1890, or copies of these (handg uns  and long guns ) would not  be subject to laws  governing modern firearms.  These would be know’n as Antiques. Even countries such as England with  res tric tive gun laws allow for possession of ant ique firearms.
2. All firearms made af te r 1890 would require  30 days  from the time of purchase  to the  tim e of delivery.
3. No f irearms made af te r 1890 can be sold, traded, given, or loaded, with  the  exception of the process of inheritance, unless  through a licensed  fede ral firearm s dea ler.
4. Anyone who violates number three  (above) and  a weapon is used in the commission of a  crime should be held li able  for  th at  crime.5. No ammunition  of any kind can be sold in a city  of over 200,000 or a 25-mile rad ius  of th at  city, with the  exception of leg itim ate  shooting clubs and people with valid hun ting licenses.
0. Ban the  manufacture  and sale of the  so-called “Sa turday  Nig ht Specia l”.This  problem is not confined to handguns . All guns are  involved. Now is the  time to ins ist the  judicia l system enforce existing gun laws. Also the  above mentioned ideas should apply nationwide to all firearms handguns , rifles, and shotguns. With  these sugges tions and the  enforcement of existing laws and not confiscation in time  the  problem should be greatly  eliminated. I hope my ideas will be of some use to you in coming to you r decision for all the  people. I offer any assi stance to you th at  I can in  the future .Yours t ruly,

Nicholas H. Beute.
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Mt. Clemens, Mich., Apr il 26, 1975.
U.S. Re presentative John Conyers, Jr.,
Detroi t, Mich.

Dear Mr. Conyers: Keep up the  fight for gun control laws. The country ’s 
society has  gone mad. I have a story to tell  like the  Represen tative of Congress 
from Cal iforn ia about losing a loved one. His name is Fre d Hun ter.  I met him in 
high school. He became my closest  friend. We shared a school locker togethe r. 
Afte r high school we both  went to college. I  stayed to gra dua te. Fre d lef t college, 
got marrie d and  joined the  Det roit  Police  Force. On patro l one night, he was 
in the police departm ent  only six months , he and his co-worker spot ted three 

• indiv idua ls, one woman and two men. They were passing a small hand-gun. Fred
stopped his unmarked pat rol car. He got out  to investiga te. Fre d followed them 
between two buildings. They shot him dead  there . The  police dep artm ent  never 
cau ght  the  killers.

» I had a dream abou t F red  this  morning. When I awoke I cried  for  over a hour
because I miss him being alive. Fred  would have been twenty-five years old. He 
had  a wife and  thr ee  chi ldren.  If  this  country canno t do someth ing to stop  these 
meaningless kille rs, please find me another count ry to go an d live  wi th a sense of 
more secur ity.

Please continue the struggle to remove all  weapons of dea th.
Sincerely yours,

Marvin S. Mazur.

Bloomfield, Mic h ., May 6, 1975.
Subcommittee on Gun Control,
Raybu rn House Office Building,
Wash ington, D.C.

Gentlemen : I t is sad, but  so true , th at  one does not act,  un til  faced directly 
with a situa tio n ! Well I was, in fact , faced with thi s very situa tion. While walk 
ing thro ugh  the  city of Detroit, on my lunch hour with  my mother, on a sunny 
aftern oon, I looked up, only to be stari ng  down the barre l of a shiny hand gun !! 
As I saw it, the Security  G uard was try ing  to apprehend a “th ief” an d had in fact, 
come in dire ct contact with  h im ; which may sound impressive, except for the 
fac t that  the  “thi ef” towered over the Guard. It  looked like  they were  doing an 
impress ion of an awkwa rd waltz, both with their hands on the  shiny hand gun, 
and  I, as innocent as can be, was walk ing into  a situa tion which, (from what 
I h ear) is a lmost a common one, in the  De tro it a re a !

All I have  to say at  th is point is “How would you feel if you were looking down 
the  barre l of an uncontrolled gun? And How would you f eel if your mother was 
innocently sho t??? ??”

So, as a concerned par ty, I would like to know, w hat  is being done to disa rm 
the Security G ua rd ; what the sta tis tic s are on innocent inj ure d pas ser s-by; and 
fin al ly ; wh at I can do to he lp the cause?

I will aw ai t y our reply,
Kathy L. Hanson.

Detroit, Mich., February 21, 1975.
Congressman J ohn Conyers, I think we should have on a nat ional bas is the 

re- reg istratio n of all han d guns, with  the  owner paying a fee of $3 to  $5. Each 
Sta te given a specific number like our postal zip code. The owners pic ture taken 
and  number etched on the  gun and, the  owner’s las t ini tia l at  the end of the 
number.

This  procedure  would not have  to require any expense to  th e Fed era l Govern
ment, as Sta tes  alread y have such equipm ent in thei r License Bureaus , and 
records could be kept in the F.B.I. files, that  could be readily  avai lable in case 
the owner  moved to ano the r State . A percen tage of the  fee could be paid  to the 
Sta te for  handlin g identif ications, and a National man datory  penalty  would 
be levied, if a gun is used in a crim inal act or a person  is caught with  a gun, 
where the  number has  been filed off, or an illegal  ent ry has been made in a 
home, and  a gun  is found th at  does not ha ve such identi fication.

Respectful ly,
Mrs. J imm ie L. Cobb.
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Berki.ftt, Mich ., March 18, 1975.Representative J ohn Conyers,Detroit, Mich.
Dear Mr. Conyers : You have my full support toward enacting some handgun control. The past tew ye&rs, I have managed to manipulate social discussions into areas  of gun control. No one is going to give up thei r handguns willingly.They bring in ]>ersonal freedom, hunting, invisible aggressors, etc .; all of which are  totally irre levant to the fact  that  guns ure killing  people which more than likely would not be killed if there were not so many handguns. In discussing the death or rebirth of Detroit it  all boils down to one isolated  fact—fe ar! It is assumed everyone in inner Detroit  h as a gun and is quite  likely to shoot w ithout the slightest provocation. The statement is not fa r from wrong, except it is Detroiters  who are shooting up each other. You know’ all this.I would be classified as a "honky liberal.” In reality, I am pro-people and prolife. Guns are destroying Detroi t.
We moved to Royal Oak, three  years ago, and people “out here” are  terrified of Detroit.
You gained my respect on sh ak in g out about the  Waterga te tapes and now’ this handgun legislation. I wish you good luck and my supix>rt is yours if I can help in some way.
I have a home and seven children—go to college pa rt-tim e majoring in psych, and soc. and this issue is the most relevant and repercuss ive to be settled. Sincerely,

Darlene Lonoo.
Detroit, Mich ., March 6, 1975.Hon. John Conyers, Jr.,

U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.
Dear Congressman Conyers : I am writ ing concerning your efforts to get an effective gun control bill into law’. Fir st of all, I wish to congratula te you for your courage in sponsoring such legislation. Secondly, I would like to suggest a simple approach tha t could have a dram atic  effect on the rate  of crime. The approach tha t I speak of is ammunition control instead  of gun control. If  it  were required tha t all purchases of ammunit ion be registered, in the same way that certain drugs are, then perhaps illegal and unregis tered guns could be silenced.The supply of guns and ammunition presently availab le is probably sufficient to nullify the effects of any new legislation. Therefore I would suggest an absolute ban on ammunition for a period of two years. This would a id in the depletion of the existing supply and allow adequate time for setting up effective control mechanisms.
Mr. Congressman, I am aware tha t there are no simple solutions to complex problems. I am also aware  that, the effects of any gun control legislation would reach into many sectors of our national stru cture and perhaps  produce some undesired results. However, I l»elieve tha t the problem is urgent, and the action taken must l>e decisive. Ammunition control is jus t such an action.It is feared that if w’eak gun control laws are passed then the rate  of crime will not be signflcantly affected, and the opponents of gun control will have gained the initiative. Already the National Rifle Association has blocked even the rational disesussion tha t should accompany such a pressing issue. The NRA will make certain use of its money and influence to get the weakest gun control bill possible. If they are  successful then the whole country  will continue to suffer, parti cularly the urban centers, and certainly we trapped  black citizens of those centers.
I believe tha t a nation-w’ide promotional campaign can gather  the necessary support to counter any efforts of the NRA. Already I have given considerable thought to such a  campaign and ways in which to fund it from the grass-roots level. If you should feel i t necessary I am more than willing to elabora te on the ideas tha t I have.
Detro it is fotuna te to have yourself as one of its representatives, and Michigan and the nation would be served well w ith you as its Senator. I wish you continued success in all of your legislative efforts as well as in your life's endeavors.

Sincerely yours,
Stephen B. Stafford.
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Detroit, Mich., February IS, 1975.
Hon. John Conyers, Jr.,
House of Representatives, Federal Building,
Detroit, Mich.

Dear Sir : I have become increasingly concerned over the crime si tuation here 
in Detroit and around the State and Country and have thought of a solution 
that  could easily be instituted. I know tha t th is idea would dras tically  reduce the 
number of gun related crimes.

My idea is t h is ; don’t t ry to control the sale and ownership of guns, but rath er 
control the  sale of ammunition for these weapons.

Would i t not be relatively simple to have the  sale of ammunition controlled by 
eith er the State  or Federal Government, much the same as the State  Liquor 
Stores we used to have to go to purchase alcoholic beverages.

In orde r to be able to purchase ammunition, an individual would have to ini
tially  identify  h imself to the satisfac tion of the controlling party. He would then 
be issued a permit to purchase ammunition at  one store only. Each time he pur
chased ammunition  af ter that, he would be asked to make some sort of accounting 
for the use of the previous purchase. Of course, those people with undesirable 
reputat ions, would have the possibility of purchasing ammunition completely 
eliminated.

I am sure  t ha t within a few months there would be a drastic  reduction in the 
number of gun related crimes and of course, in the number of gun shot wounds and 
deaths. If  this type of idea saved only one life, it would be worth the effort, 
wouldn’t it?

With thi s type of a program, I don’t think tha t you would be as likely to incur 
the wra th of the  National Rifle Association as you would be with out and out gun 
control. This  also is a plus factor, and one th at I am sure would be considered 
since the par ty buying ammunition for sporting purposes only, would, of course, 
have nothing to hide from the controlling agency.

Yours truly ,
Chas. W. MacKinnon, Jr .

Detroit, Mich ., July 5, 1975.
Hon. John Conyers, Jr.,
Rayb urn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Conyers: I had an experience Thursday, July  3, 1975 I 
wan t to share with you. I know of your concern about gun control legislation. 
I also know of your public hearing held in Detro it recently regarding this im
por tant issue. There is no doubt in my mind about the need to remove guns from 
the homes, pockets and pocketbooks of many Americans and if at all possible 
from our society altogether. The only purpose a gun serves is to take a life and 
the user needs only to press a tr igger which makes this deed an extremely simple 
act. Emotion very often is the master  of the mind using the gun hence, reason is 
shu t out.

A woman in line leading to a drive-in window at  the National Bank of Detroit  
closed an opening large enough for me to drive through as  I attempted to exit the 
parking lot of the  Tindal Recreation Center. I  got out of my car and proceeded to 
direct traffic so I could exit. I explained to this woman I only wanted to drive 
through the l ine and I did not wish to enter the line. She was clearly angry for my 
wanting to exit the parking lot so I could go home.

I believe these are the kind of emotionally charged experiences where virtually 
nothing is at  s take tha t cause  guns to be draw’n and lives lost.

Sensitiv ity classes and gun control legislation are absolute essentials for this 
community i f it  is to be a place where parents  can raise chi ldren to be intelligent, 
productive citizens.

Dee Mayberry.

St. Clair Shores, Mich., May 1,1975.
Mr. Maurice Barboza, I have researched the homicide and firearm problem 

for the  bet ter part of a year. Therefore  I feel well qualified to speak on the 
subject.

Enclosed please find a five minute speech, along with a pamphlet containing



the maps refe rred  to in the speech. I want to give thi s speech at  Repre sen tat ive  Conyers gun control hear ings  a t Detroit, Michigan.
Please udvlse me when* and  when the hear ing s will be held.

Respect fully,
G eor ge M. B ro ck .

Chairpe rson, ladies and gentlemen of the panel,  along with public awarenes s of crime, some news media, legis lators, and  special int ere st groups have  shown a grea t amount of inte res t in gun control. In the  process a vas t amount  of in correc t information has been publi she d; which, in turn, has  led the  publ ic to form a very disto rted  pic ture of the real situ atio n.
I am a Research Engineer in the  Uniformi ty and Analysis Section of a larg e inte rnational company. In order to solve our problems, we fir st endeavor  to understand what the problem is. The approach  followed is to thoroughly invest igate the problem for its  root causes. Then  the  effor ts and expense can be directed where they will do the  most good. I’m af ra id  that  the ant i-gu nne rs have failed  to do the ir homework. Rathe r, they immediate ly grasped at a simplistic  solution of banning all handguns. This  would resu lt in an extremely  expensive but a highly non-productive resu lt.
The homicide problem must be pu t into  it s proper  perspective. I have  examin ed the most authoritative  sources for background da ta  (FB I, Sta te Police reports , etc. ). Therefore, I am on sound footing with my fac ts.
There were 10,340 homicides las t year involving pistols.  The re are also 40 million handguns  in thi s count ry. 10,340 is 2/100 of one percent of 40 million. I can quote figures like this to you, but  we do not deal with  extremely  large numbers in our everyday lives. There fore, the human mind is unable to gra sp the significance of such numbers. I wan t to show you a visual presenta tion  th at  our minds can grasp.
We all  und erst and  the comparison of inches and  feet. Let me assum e that  one inch represents all of the handguns involved in homicides (10,340). The stri ng behind me represen ts the 40 million handguns in America. That str ing  is over 322 feet long. This  one inch is our problem, not  the overwhelming majori ty of the handguns which are  not involved represen ted by the  322 foot string.It  is logical for you to ask “What abou t all the firearm s involved in ser ious crimes?” Again, let me illus tra te in such a way that  our minds can grasp the true perspective.
There are abou t 200 million firearms in this country. Th at  is rifles, shotguns nnd handguns.  To give you some idea of th at  quantity—there  a re  nbout one h alf  as many automobiles in the USA. According to FB I sources, 8,333,000 serious  crimes were committed  last  year. Firea rm s were used in % of  one perc ent of this total. Let us put thi s in proper perspective.
Assume the string, 322 feet long, to rep resent  the  200 million firea rms in the USA. IIow long must  the str ing  be to represent  % of 1 percent?  Would you believe—just 6% inches.
This, then, is where we must  dire ct our effor ts—at  thi s 6% inches, if we intend to solve our problem. It  is hard to conceive th at  people in  our  society (well intentioned i>eople, but highly mis -directe d) are  actual ly calling for a complete ban on all handguns when only this one inch is involved. I repea t, the  overwhelming m ajor ity of all firearms a re simply not involved.
Page 7 of the pamphlet, Homicide & Firea rm  Fac ts, has two maps. The top map shows the  Sta te of Michigan with  the homicides recorded in each county (th at  is with all weapons, not just  han dguns).  It  is immediately apparen t that  86% of all the  homicides occurred in ju st  four  of the  counties. The  problem is very much localized in the citi es of  those four counties.
The lower map shows the City of Detro it and the surroun ding suburbs. I point  out that, the  population of the  suburbs is double th at  of the city. Again it is quickly app arent that  the problem of homicide is almost non-existent in the  suburbs. Yet, in the City of Detroit , ju st  across 8 Mile Road, the re were 601 homicides in 1972.
Logic d ictate s the re must  be fac tors  involved in the citie s of Det roit . Pontiac, Fli nt and Saginaw that  are  not prevalent  elsewhere. Investigation reveals those  facto rs to be in th e to tal  environment in  which the  crime can breed.
High rat es of homicide exi st only where the  environmen t combines drugs,  lack of education, unemployment, disrespect for  law, life  and property,  poverty, low* moral standa rds , and lack of self esteem.
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Commander Bannon, of the Detroit Police Department, found in his two year studies of Detroit homicides, tha t people involved in homicides have the same social background. This indicates that the homicides are  caused by factors  other 
than the mere presence of a gun.

To solve the homicide let us put aside petty quarre ls and place our emphasis where it belongs. The immediate steps are :
1. Stric t enforcement of our laws.
2. Drastic reduction of plea bargaining, which keeps releasing the criminals 

back into our society.
3. A mandatory two year jail sentence for anyone using a gun in the commis

sion of serious crime.
And the long term, we must change the crime breeding environment.

» United Automobile, Aerospace, Agricultural I mplem ent
Workers of A merica (UAW),
Local No. 113—UAW—AFL-CIO,

Muskegon, Mich., May 21, 1915.
Dear S ir : The Membership of Local 113 views banning the sale of handgun ammunition as an unconstitu tional act, whether committed by Congress or by the Consumer Product Safety Commission, under authority  illegally delegated to it by Congress.
It  is our considered opinion that  legislators  cannot legally delegate authority which they do not have, themselves ; nor do we favorably regard  any attempt to emasculate the handgun in direct violation of the Second Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. This is not a matte r of binding or not  binding the popular will—it is a question of obeying the law you have sworn to uphold. Accordingly, we most urgently request your opposition to any and all attempts to render sale of handgun, rifle or shotgun ammunition subject to government decree of any kind. Specifically, we ask tha t you actively support and strive for passage of S-143 & H-1087. We trust  your response will befit a representative of this membership and of the American republic. Please communicate it to us at your earliest possible convenience.

Sincerely,
Clifford Carlson, Preside nt.

Sportsmen’s Alliance of Mich igan ,
June 11, 1915

Mich iga n Congressman J ohn  Conyers, Jr.,
And Gun H earing Committee.

Dear Gentlemen : From all of history all tyrannies begin with confiscation of firearms: In Germany gun confiscation allowed Hitler to transform tha t nation from republic into total dictatorsh ip—without individual freedom—in a short time.
Guns in the hands of law’-abiding citizens is the main protection agains t dictato rs and collaborators wth one-world government, taking over the United States of America.
The free people must have unrest ricted  rights to own and use weapons in defense of his family, home, and against any kind of intruder, whether a soldier of an invading army, agent of internal  political conspiracy, or common criminal.When we lose our rights to law’ful constitutional and use of personal firearms, we lose our identity as free agents in a civilized country—we become totally dependent—and a slave—upon nationalized police for the protection of our lives, liberties, and properties.
In Czechoslovakia, firearm regist ration laws enabled Soviet Social ist to locate and disarm citizens, make them helpless when the Socialist moved in. And before they seized control in Hungary, firearms were taken into police custody. From this, the people opposing the takeover were left to fight tanks  with rocks and clubs.
As for the domestic criminal—it takes Criminal Control Law’s—Not Gun Control—to Control Crime!
The Liberals in the Executive and the Congress—admit they don’t know how to Disarm Criminals, so they propose to disarm Honest People.
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It  is curious, to listen  to TV’ and rad io and  read daily newspapers and then note that  many proponents of federal  gun control law are  the  same jieople who labor  to weaken enforcement of law again st violent  crim ina ls so as to give them ano ther Chance. Proposed gun laws would also give crim inals a bet ter chance in their  constant  preying on the  law-abiding.
There is a conspiracy to build new social, polit ical,  and economic order in the United States. Without The Const itut ional Guarantees of Lib erty and Guns— that  is why the ir plans include  Confiscation of (ALL) guns in the  United  Sta tes of Amer ica—first by reg istra tion .
Gentlemen, P lease give th is let ter  your utm ost  consideration.Yoiirs truly,

Harry A. Mikolowski , Vice-President.

Ann Arbor, Mich., April 29,1975. *>Re Gun Control  Legislat ion.
Congressman Peter W. Rodino, Jr. ,
Chairman, House Jud iciary Comm ittee, Raybu rn House Office Build ing, Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Rodino: We, the undersigned, are aga ins t eith er the  elim inatio n or the rest rict ion of small  handguns. We believe that  the  rig ht to have and to bear arms is guaran teed under the  Bill of Rig hts  a nd th at  th at  righ t is fu ndamenta l to the  contin uance of our free society and  to the  maintenance  of our other C onstitu tional rights, including that  of  free speech.
Fur thermo re, we believe that  to ban small handguns, tradit ion ally a woman’s gun, while permit ting  larger han dgu ns an d/ or  rifles, tradit ion ally a man’s guns or gun, would be an ac t of d iscrim ina tion a ga ins t women.
Fur thermo re, we believe th at  Organized Crime would have a “field-day”— and with the  Congress’s blessing—if the Congress should  ever  succeed in d isarm ing t he  Ariierican citizenry.
We hojie that  you will give wide though t to the  matt er  of gun-control legislation an d that  you ultim ately will dec ide not to ban  the handgun.Yours very truly ,

Cora Rotiifuss .
Virginia Rothfuss.

Royal Oak, Mich., February  22,1975.Hon. J ohn Conyers, Jr.,
1st Congressional Distr ict,
State of Michigan.

Dear Congressman, Gun control , by law, possession of hand guns, concealed, on person, in automobile or home, or wherever  they may be, is, without  doubt, a prime exam ple of abstr act nar row  absurd reasoning produced by the minds of our  “Il lum ina ted  Representatives” in the Congress of the  United States.In thi s move to  d isarm  the priva te sec tor  of  t his specific fire arm it is reasoned that, thi s action would refine and improve the  safety  and secu rity of life in our socinl order. This premise is not withou t me rit for  it would in some instances prevent some of the human tragedy , in jury  and  death, th at  res ult s from the misuse and care less  use of handguns by individuals.
It  is  a lso claimed that  by not having han d guns in the  home th at  the  cr iminal , by breaking and entering, could not steal these for  his own probable use in future  crimes nor se ll them to  othe rs for lik e use.
The above is the  sum tota l of the  aim s a nd motives for  mak ing ownership and possession of hnnd  guns unlawful by pr iva te citizens, a small segment only of the ent ire spec trum that  is covered in its meanings, “The Right to Keep And Bear  Arms,” in paralle l with  American Juri spru dence.
Artic le 2 of the Amendments to the  C ons titu tion  sta tes  tha t it is a RIGHT of the people to  keep and bear a rms tha t shal l NOT BE INFR INGED. This  is a fac t of valid fundam enta l Law. However it  is argued that  th is pa rti cu lar art icl e is in reference  ONLY to the citizen  mil itia  and “gives” thi s right to its  members ONLY and by th e str ict  le tte r o f this  a rticle  ONLY’, it would be logica l for one to  adduce  that, t his  w as the int ent  o f t his  p ar tic ular  amendment .This  viewpoint is incorrect for  the  inte nt of this arti cle  is found in the proper und ers tanding of “being necessary to the secu rity  of a free State”. For  with in
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the s tructu ring of our  Constitutional Republic the State  and Society are not the same thing. This is indicated in the 9th Amendment; “The enumeration in the Constitution of certa in rights shall not be construed to  deny o r disparage others retained by the people”. This clearly means tha t Society, the People, is the BASIC ENTITY and tha t the State or Government, is a crowning, but not essential, cap to the social structure , and it is incorrect, contrary to the spirit of the Republic, to believe th at it is the purpose of men to serve the State as such. It  is 'the State tha t is in service to the people, not vice-versa! And in the right to collectively defend and maintain a “free State” brings us to the essence of the 2nd Amendment.
For if  it  is a “right” of the people to defend the security of “a free State ” with * armed force then it logically follows th at  this same right of defense is valid andretained by individual citizens, to be lawfully used to protect and hold secure thei r individual estates  of life and property. For it is the people who collectively are the “State”. This is a right  of the people which cannot be denied, and only by» criminal  act can this right be lost! The entire social order cannot be foundguilty and sentenced for the crimes and carelessness of the irresponsible few.Sincerely Free,

J. Gordon Lott.

Kalamazoo, Mich ., March 4,1975.Senator Philip  A. Hart,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir : I’m writing this lette r in regards to the recent bill you and a fellow Senator introduced pertaining to the out lawing of citizen ownership of handguns with the provision tha t all the handguns currently in citizen hands would be bought by the U.S. government. This has got to be the most ridiculous thing I have ever  heard of. I know you haven't  been getting your fai r share  of publicity lately, but you’re really taking a shot in the dark.The country is in the middle of recession and inflation simultaneously, not to mention an energy crisis and all you can think of is a way to spend more of the taxpayers’ money. I wouldn’t be so upset if your proposal made some sense and was practical, but what  you’re suggesting wouldn’t eliminate the problem, it would only create more problems. I honestly think the number of fata l shootings would stay the same if not continue to increase. Have you any figures to prove differently?
In Michigan alone (your home state and location of your constituency) it would cost 50 to 75 million dollars (a conservative estimate) to purchase the 1.3 to 1.5 million registered handguns, and I stress registered. That was a projected figure when Detroit Police Commissioner, Phillip Tannian, made his big pitch for stricter  gun control. And Tannian has jus t revealed tha t Detroit was once the site of a “school for  professional hit men.” A handgun law would be tantamount, to Prohibition. Instead of selling handguns in the open and knowing who had the guns, black market sales would take over; anothe r heyday for organized crime. Think of what it would cost on a nationwide  basis to implement such a program. Where is the money going to come from? Not to mention the enormous bureaucracy tha t would be created to supervise  the collection process requiring additional  money to fund these government jobs. I think we already have a wide choice of bureaucracies. Added inefficiency is not the answer.
And what  about fairness? How are  you going to establish an equitable price for each handgun? There are hundreds  of different makes and models, all in various condition. How are you going to compensate for the unemployment created when those employed in the manufacture of handguns are laid off because there’s no longer a demand for them. And of course, there is the question of the handgun owner who also happens to be a taxpayer.  It  doesn’t make much sense to pay for a handgun and then pay to have it confiscated. What  penalty can be expected for refusal to relinquish a handgun? Jail s are overcrowded now. As former Michigan State  Police Commissioner, Col. John Plants, said, “banning handguns would not deter criminals, but would probably put many law-abiding citizens at odds with the law.” In other words, add to lawlessness.It has been said tha t it is a constitutional right to bear arms. I feel tha t I have tha t right. By outlawing handguns we’re just  one step closer to outlawing all guns. Maybe in today’s society the idea of the militia is outdated. Who knows? We haven’t been in a situat ion to find out.



One thing you can’t outlaw, though, is the process of thought. Maybe wh at’s needed is a man dato ry training and tes ting  program for the individual that  buys a handgun. Safety and respect for  a 11 rearm , its  capabili ties and howto shoot it are  someth ing that  every handgun owner should know’.The dea ths from automobi les fa r exceed that  of handguns every year. Maybe that  says  something about the qua lity  of driv er educa tion in our  schools today. What  do we do, outlaw automobiles?  Hardly, not in a nation as depe ndent on the auto as the  United State s. Handguns  like automobiles a re  a part of American life. They ’re as safe as the people who use them. And I’m sure you’re w’ell awa re that  people are  worried about the ir safety  and protection, especially in the inner cities. How do you prove to them that  if you t ake  away the ir right to own a handgun that  they won’t have to worry? Law’ enforcement agencies are overworked now. Don’t make it w’orse.
Elim inating handguns is not going to eliminate  crime. Crime is on the rise. Solve the  problem of poverty and undereducatio n or non-education and I thin k we’ll be off to a good sta rt.  Right now, you 're jumping the gun and not biting  the bullet. I thin k your  knowledge, energj- and time can be used to a gre ate r adv anta ge elsewhere.
Thank you for listening.

Sincerely,
Terry L. Armbruster. 
Dana E. J ury.

G. B. Dupont Co., I nc.,
Troy, Mich., Ap ril 15, 1975.Su bjec t: Handgun confiscation.

Representat ive J ohn Conyers,
Th e Capi tol, Washin gto n, T).C.

Dear Sir : We vigorously oppose attem pts  to require  citizens to surrender handguns. Stric t gun control laws (Su lliv an Act) are  only ineffectual because the jud iciary  refuses to step  up to thei r responsib ility and assess the  penalt ies avai lable under these laws. We do not oppose reasonable  controls, however, we will not supi>ort any candidate  who proposes  confiscation and leaves  a reasonable law’ abid ing public to the  mercy of hoodlums, thieves, and murde rers w-ho with ut te r disregard  for  the rights  o f o thers will no doubt disr ega rd confiscation laws.
The answer  lies in the enforcement  of curre nt legislation  not in the  enac tment of legis lation that  will str ip the  public of  th eir  r igh t to keep a nd bear  arms.We w’ould like  to know where  you sta nd  regarding the  proposed  legisla tion to confiscate handguns.

Very tru ly yours,
D. G. P ullen, Personnel Manager.

Detroit, Mich., Apr il 4, 1975.Congressman J ohn Conyers, Jr. ,
Ra yb urn Office Bu ild ing , Washin gto n, D.C.

Dear Congressman Conyers : I will agree  th at  w’e have  a serious homicide and weapon rela ted problem primarily  in the  cities, but  you hang the root of the problem on the  wrong culprit.
The r eal causes of the  problem are  :
(1) Lack of enforcement of existing laws by our over l enient court system.(2) Soft penalties assessed by our  cou rts do not fit the  seve rity  of the crime, and therefore, a re  not effective.
(3) Recent  stud ies refute  the  soft notion that  stiff  penalties do not act as a de ter ren t to crime.
(4) Lack of mandato ry sentences for use of weapons in commission of felonies and again st public  servan ts.
(5) A weak paro le system that  ret urn s criminals  to society a second time and before  rehab ilita tion .
(6) A confused at tit ud e that  favo rs the  criminal over the injure d party.(7) Lack of uniform ity in sta te  laws governing procurement of weapons perm its in ters ta te  traffic in weapons and  does not regu late  ownership. Michigan



law requires a police perm it to purchase  a handgun, thereby  regulat ing owner
ship and could be a model law na tionwide.

I will defend my right to own a handgun and an automobile as a law abiding 
citizen of the  United States.

J ohn E. Rexford, C.L.U.

Hudsonville, Mich., March 25, 1915.
Representative J ohn Conyers,
Chairman of the House Judiciary Subcommittee, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.
Representative J ohn Conyers : The enjoyment and  rela xat ion  that  I derive  

from hun ting  and target  prac tice is no less sati sfy ing  tha n that  of the golfer, 
car  racer , or stamp collector. However, because  my hobby is being used by some 
sick indiv iduals to commit acts of violence, I am forced  to defend it. Takin g 
guns away from law abiding and responsible citizens should  never be done if 
the  reason is to remove them from the crim inal element. Disarming the  public 
would be no guara nte e that  the criminal could not obta in a firearm. All that  it 
would do is dest roy a pleasurable hobby and wipe out hun ting  as  a sport.

The repercussion of the  law th at  would ban firearm s is more widespread than 
most of u s believe. In  some areas, anim als would die from sta rvati on  because of 
an over abundanc e of the ir specie in areas which were previously hun ted and 
kept in balance with natu re.

Amer icans who now possess gun collections have large investme nts in this 
hobby. To ban them, we would be obliged to reimburse  them. The value I would 
estimate, would be several billions of dollars . We have  the  potent ial of making 
many Americans crim inal s with this ban, for I am sure  volu ntee r sur render ing  
of th eir  collec tions without reimbursement is very unlike ly.

Congress has  the  ability to change or int erp ret  the cons titu tion  to  make it legal 
to confiscate firearms,  but I think  that  the re are  other alte rna tives.  Pu t more 
pressure on the law enforcement and especially the  cou rts  to properly enforce 
the  many gun laws  we now have. Make the penal ty for  a crime involving a gun 
mandatory  and withou t parole . Reenact the death penalty as many  sta tes  have 
already done. The criminal  today  who commits murder and is sentenced to death , 
has no fea r of being executed.  He knows that  the worst he has  to look forw ard 
to is free room and board for  the res t of his life  and  free medical att en tio n to 
help prolong it. I cannot even expect tha t.

I would hate to see the reenactm ent of the atmosphere of the  days of pro
hibi tion over f irearms.

Sincerely,
Patric Townsend.

Allegan, Mich., February 15,1975.
Congressman J ohn R. Conyers,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Conyers : I do not know if you are  anti-gun, pro-gun or 
neu tral  on the subject of gun legislation  and regardles s of your personal  a tti tude  
on the  subject, I am pointing out the fac t that  if gun legis lation must indeed be 
considered, it is be tte r that  it be considered on an objective basis ra th er  than 
emotiona lly. Thus i t should be with any legislat ion.

There are att em pts  to outlaw the sale of low priced handguns . Price should 
not be a facto r. This would discrim inate aga inst those of modest means  who 
cannot afford a fine expensive  gun. Wou ldn't  you consider it  un fair and even 
unco nsti tutional to deny a man a gun because he cannot afford to pay $120 for 
one. If  he can afford $30 for  a gun he is ent itled to ownership  just  as much as 
the man of means who buys high priced guns.

You c erta inly  are fam iliar with  the Bill of Righ ts and the  recognition of the  
fact  that  man is endowed with cer tain  inalienab le righ ts, among these are life, 
liberty and  the  pu rsu it of happiness. Please note that  nowhere is the re evidence 
that  the  government bestowed these  rights  upon us but ra th er  these are God 
given righ ts. The government  recognizes and honors these rights. Can the House 
Jud iciary  Subcommittee on Crime deny the existence of the  right to live? Of 
course not. It  follows that  the  House Jud iciary  Subcommittee on Crime cannot



deny man the  means to protect his life. There  a re  many who hav e used a hand- join rega rdless of how cheap it migh t have  been, to pro tec t themselves . If  a person  chooses to own a  handgun for  personal protection this is his  decision, and should not be decided for  him by some gove rnment agency. If  we shal l indeed have freedom, then the government will not pass laws th a t att em pt to protect a man from himself. The government will not make my decis ions for me. It  is for me to decide if I shall  or sha ll not own a hand gun  and  wh ether or not I buy one for $30.00 or $300.00. The  government should pas s law s th at  atte mp t to protect  one man from another.
If the  Committee hears arguments th at  the  handgun  shou ld lie banned because it is the tool of the  crim inal then  cons ider  th is : Should a man lie deprived of the means of committing a crime  if he has  never com mitted one and he never planned to commit  a crime? It  is not necessary  to own a gun  in ord er to commit a (Time. The  gun only makes it eas ier  for the cowardly crim inal .Here  in Michigan we do have  str ic t handgun control . Bu t you will certa inly  notice that  our  Michigan hand gun law cont rols  only the  law abid ing citizen and not the crim inal.  The crim inal  ignores the  law and  keeps his gun. Before the House Jud iciary  Subcommittee  on ('r im e sends  any bill to the  floor for  a vote do the tax pay er a favor. Ascerta in if the bill will work a ha rdship on the  law’ abid ing tax pay er and also if it will indeed disarm  the  criminal.A case in ixdnt is the Federal  Fi rearms  Act of  1968. In over  six  year s of implementation it has failed  to reduce t he crime rate. And y et it does cause a  hardship on th e shop keeper and  the ult imate  consumer . It  doesn’t ham per  the criminal one bit. I read  about Baltim ore, Md. where the  police boug ht up so many guns and directly  the  crime  ra te  went str aigh t up. Evidently the  crimin al did not give up his gun.
And while I’m on the  subject, I would  please like to know w’liy is it that  he re in Michigan if I own a hand gun  I hav e to tak e it down to the  sherif f departm ent and  get it registered but if a crim ina l owns a han d gun he doesn’t have to  have it regist ered.  I am i>enalized with  thi s inconvenience an d inva sion  of privacy merely because I am a law abid ing tax  paying member o f society  and  the  common hoodlum who lives by th eft  and con traban d and  doesn’t even file an income t ax re turn on h is income doesn’t have to contend wi th the  burden  I am sadd led with.If the argument  to save lives is presen ted please star t from the  top of the  li st and consider the  automobile, it kill s fa r more people tha n the  gun (tha t is, if an inan ima te piece of machinery  can indeed do the kill ing ). Or cons ider  drugs. I und ers tand th at  over hal f o f the  shootings in Detro it involve drugs. If  ou tlawing the  handgun will reduce  k illings then  it is s afe to say th at  o utla win g alcohol and drugs will reduce  shootings in Detroit and  automobile accid ents.  But , you know this will not work. How, then, do you know th at  i t will work to pass ano the r gun law?
It  is also inte res ting to note  th at  the  court s, and  th at  is to say the judg es and prosecuting atto rneys,  are  lenien t with  the  cr iminals  today. You mus t have heard about  the  suspended sentences and plea barg aining and  light  sentences tha t the courts are offering these days.  It  does precious lit tle  good to cap ture a criminal, a gun tot in'  hood, if the court will not sep ara te him from society.After read ing all this,  all it boils down to is that  gun control is not crime control  and  crime control is not gun control. For a law to be effective it has  to be applied to the  cause, not the resu lt. Contrary  to popular belief guns  a re  not dan gerous. I have  severa l guns and they ar e not a danger to anybody.  I use them  for competition marksm ansh ip and hunting. Bu t supposing t ha t a c rim inal  h as to d ispose of his gun. He realty isn’t very dangerous without a gun but af te r he gets ano the r gun he will be dangerous. But no t because he has  a gun. Because he is a criminal.  Aft er all, I have a gun and I ’m not dangerous. Gun own ersh ip does not make one a danger  but it is evil inte ntio ns that  make one dangerous.Please  do not  pass  any laws  or release any bills from the  comm ittee  t ha t will disa rm America. The crim inal will always have a weapon and  the  r est  of us will be a t his mercy.
Aside from personal protection the gun provides many lei sur e h our s of plea sant recreati on and spor ting activ ity.
And don’t forget the Milit ia and th e Second Amendment.Yours truly,

Cliffor d M. L arson.
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Un ited Automobile-Aerospace-AgriculturalImplement Workers of America (UAW),Local No. 1279-UAW, Office Clerical and Technical Units,
Muskegon, Mich., May l j , 1975.Representative J ohn Conyers, Jr.,

House of Representatives,
Longworth Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir : Recently a t a membership meeting of Local 1279, a unanimous vote was taken to oppose any further gun control legislation, as well as to oppose any candidates at  any level who advocate such gun control legislation. We pa rticularly  desire your opposition to the Hart, Mikva, and Kennedy Gun Bills, but we hope th at  you would also oppose futu re bills of the same nature.We believe tha t we a lready have adequate laws to properly control firearms use but that  a more stringent enforcement of these laws is  needed, mainly on the pa rt of our judges in punishment given to convicted criminals. We would therefore propose mandatory sentences for criminals convicted of using a firearm dur ing the commission of an assaultive crime. We would further oppose plea barga ining, par ticularly  for previously convicted felons. The correct way to stop crime is to get the  criminal off the street.
We also believe th at  banning the so-called “Saturday Night Specials” to be unconstitutional and discriminatory. To deny any non-felon the right to own a gun is a direc t violation of the Second Amendment which guarantees tha t the “right to keep . . . arms shall not be infringed.” This does not say “arms other than Saturday Night Specials.” Banning these guns is also discriminatory because many people who desire to own a gun can pay $50.00 but not $500.00. It  is not the gun that  is  a t fau lt in crime, whether the gun costs $50.00 or $500.00.It  is also our opinion that  in allowing the Consumer Product Safety Commission to consider whether or not to ban the sale of ammunition, Congress has delegated author ity  illegally. Indirectly, the ban of ammunition would ban guns. Since a ban of guns, directly or indirectly, i s patently unconstitutional Congress alone can act on this subject. The Congress cannot delegate Constitutional  author ity or power  to any commission.
We therefore ask for and recommend your support for bills S-143 and H-1087.Thank you for your  in teres t in this lette r and consideration on the subject matte r contained in it.

Very truly yours,
J udith L. R ice, 

Recording Secretary.

Melvindale, Mich ., May 1,1975.
Mr. Conyers : I am writing to you as our Congressman, to help stop the several anti-gun bills t ha t a re in Congress today. I must say tha t I feel you will probably do as all the other  Congressmen and Senators have done and tha t is to throw this let ter  into your wastebasket. In the case, tha t you do read this letter and help to do something about this anti-gun movement, I thank  you.As many sportsmen and gun collectors as myself feel th at our rights  are being greatly threatened by these anti-gun bills. There is one bill introduced by Congressman Michael Harr ington (D-Mass.) tha t would totally ban the private ownership of handguns! Just today I learned tha t the Chief of Police in Lincoln Park would like to see stronger controls placed on semi-automatic rifles. Can you see where this  anti-gun movement is heading. To a Police St at e! Jus t like Hitler had  in the beginning. Fir st the governmental officials wanted all the Saturday Night Specials banned from use, now they are working on taking away all the handguns! But they will not stop there, they’ll go on to stop the use of rifles and shotguns until the American citizens have been stripped of thei r Constitutional  Ri gh t! The threat  to your r ight to own and use firearms is greate r today than  any time since 1968 when the last Gun Control Act was passed.Consider the following brief f ac ts :
(1) Gun control legislation only succeeds in taking guns out of the hands of the law abiding citizen, the criminal will never turn  in his gun or have it registered.
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(2)  Gun legisla tion now on the books has  had  no effect on reducing crime, it  
has only succeeded in harass ing  the  law abid ing gun owner. Laws should  pun ish 
the c riminal, not the honest citi zen !

(3) A gun by itse lf can kill no one. The  s imple  fact  is th at  people kill people 
regardless of the weapon.

(4) You, as a priv ate  citizen, have the  right to possess a firearm for  self  
protect ion. If  government denies thi s rig ht  it  is denying the  very basic  rig ht  to 
life.

Our founding fa the rs considered the  rig ht of a law abid ing individual to own 
a firearm to be so imp ortant  that  they made  it a pa rt  of the  highes t law of the  
land, the  U.S. Constitution . Let us be w ary les t we lose thi s gre at her itag e care
fully passed  along to  us.

Lets face the facts , tak ing  the  handgun away from the  law abid ing citizen  
is not going to stop crime. If a crim inal wants  a gun he is going to get a gun. 
What the  government will do is to  turn many more of it ’s c itizens  aga ins t them, 
and open up a whole new field f or the  organized crime to work. The  Mafia will 
have a field day selling guns to not  only crim inals but  to the pr iva te citizen as 
well! Remember  Prohibition , the  governmen t tried  to stop the  sale  of alcoholic 
liquors then, but only succeeded in helping the  organized crim e to make more 
money. Th at  is just what is going to happen if the  government succeeds in 
tak ing  the  right of private ownership  of handguns awa y from the  people.

I think if our for efa the rs could come back today and learn wh at thi s govern
ment is trying  to do to American citizen  righ ts, they  would be ashamed to call 
themselves Americans. Not for  wh at they  tri ed  to do, bu t for  wh at you are  
doing today.

Tak ing the  2nd Amendment awa y would be destroy ing the  very foundatio n on 
which thi s great country  was  b uilt.  No longer could the  people in other countries 
look at  us and some day dream of becoming a free person,  an American citizen.  
No longer could the Sta tue  of Liberty sta nd  for  freedom or say give me you r 
weak, your weary, so they may become a  fre e person. For  we would no longer be 
free ourselves. One amendment ju st  one taken away means the  difference between 
a democracy and a dic tato rship, and  I for  one would not wa nt to see t ha t come 
abou t

So please help us fight thi s anti -gun  movement in whatev er way  you can. 
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
J ohn Brewton.

Quist  T ypewriter Company, I nc.,
Troy, Mich., Ju ly  7,1975.

Sub ject : Gun Control Legislation—Fe deral Bills  #S1447, S750, HR 1601 and 
others.

Representat ive,  J ohn Conyers, Jr. ,
Raybu rn Building, ,wWash ington , D.O.

Dear Sir : There are  enough laws on the books t o control  illega l guns, or their  
use, but  the  judges  will not enforce them. Laws sta te th at  i llegal  possession of a 
gun ; c rime  committed with a gun ; or car ryi ng  a  gun withou t a pe rm it ; car rie s a *
mandato ry jai l sentence  o f -------- number of y ears for thi s offense. Most, who ar e
brought before  a judge for these offenses are light ly tapped on the  right hand , 
while th e le ft hand is held  up with the  promise of not doing it again.

“Fear " is the only thing  that  control s any illegal act. Fe ar  of ja il, fea r of elimi
nation of norma l privileges is a  d ete rre nt to  the  commission of a crime. Our tr ea t
ment  of cu lpr its does not  scare  them.

Money will alwa ys buy illegal  drug s and guns. The only people affected by gun 
laws are those 99.99% of  the  ave rage citizens, who do obey laws.

If  you remove the  defensive weapons from the  99.99%, you will increase  the 
crime ra te  amongst the  .01% by ten-fo ld. Crooks will have a  field day.

The Constitu tion guarantees the  ci tizen  the  privilege  of bearing arms.  Only the 
vote of the  people can legit imately change that.

We hope you will use your  best judg men t in regards to whethe r you feel c rimi
nals  should be given free  rein  in carry ing  guns, or the 99.99% should be ab le to 
defend themselves a gainst  criminal ac tions .

Very tru ly yours,
Nim Quist, President.
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Detroit Sportsmen’s Congress,
Utica, Mich., June 5,1975.

Hon. J ohn Conyers,
Chairman, The Judiciary Committee of the House of Representatives, Special 

Committee on Firearms Control.
Dear Mr. Conyers and Committee Members : As the largest sportmen’s club in 

the State of Michigan, affiliated with the Michigan United Conservation Clubs, 
the National Rifle Association, the American Skeet Association and the Ameri
can Trap Association, our position on gun legislation is in complete agreement 
with the statements made and the positions taken by the Michigan United Con
servation Clubs, the  Michigan Antique Gun Dealers Association and the  Michigan 
Rifle and Pistol Association.

Respectfully Yours,
Phillip R. Byrd, President.





A pp en dix  2
County of Wayne,

Office of the  Prosecuting Attorney,
Detroit, Mich., May 22,1975.

Hon. J ohn Conyers, Jr.,
Chairman, Subcommittee  on Crime, House  of R epresentative s,
Washington , D.C.

Dear J ohn : I reg ret th at  a schedule  conflict makes it  impossible for  me to appe ar  to test ify  in your  gun control he arin g ne xt month.
As you might well imagine, I do have some very defini te viewpoints on the  mat te r of gun cont rol in light  of the level of violence in t his  jur isdictio n.
We have found, for  example, t ha t the largest contributor to th e p rol ife rat ion  of illega lly carri ed  handgu ns is the ‘‘free ride” which most people get in our courts when they a re  convicted of thi s crime.
I h ave  at tac hed some da ta which you may find enlightening.
As you may know, we have had a “get tough” policy in thi s office since 1972 in the  m at te r of concealed weapons. Dur ing  1972, we init iated a policy of is suing  only felon y w ar rant s in  concealed weapons cases.
Nevertheless, th£ probability of a convicted offender going to ja il on his  first offense is only 4 out  of 100.
Pe rha ps even more strik ing, the prob abil ity of a convicted second offender 

doing any time is only 39 out of 100.
Our  figures ar e based  on a survey of 464 CCW cases in Recorder’s Cour t du ring calen dar ye ar  1973. This  is a mockery of the  law. Why should we bother  to ag ita te  for stiflfer gun laws  when we do not enforce the  ones we have?
It  is our  position th at  the police are making the  a rre sts and we are  following thro ugh with  vigorous prosecutions , but  that  the  cour ts simply do not tak e the handgun problem seriously  enough. Bea r in mind that  the  cases  we cited were tho se in which convictions resulted.
Th is abuse  of judicia l discre tion on the  p ar t of some judges is one reason why I endorse d and supported  Michigan House Bill No. 5073, more commonly known as  the Hertel  Bill.
This bill, if passed into  s tat e law, will tack an additional  m and atory minimum prison  sentence  onto any offender who commits a crime while in possession of a firearm. The  bill is aimed at  those folks who to te guns around w ith the  inten tion  of us ing them  in cr imes.
I mig ht add  parenthet ica lly  th at  th is bill (which has  passed the  House) had the  sup port of a wide range of people, including the National  Rifle Association, which i s not noted fo r it s en thus iasm  over  gun control.
In  the  bes t of all  possible  worlds, I would like  to see the  abol ition  of all  firearms. Bu t in  ou r world, tha t is probably unrealistic .
The reali sti c way to approach this problem is by support of laws  like  the  one proposed by Mr. Her tel,  and by insi sting th at  our  jud ges enforce the  laws which we alre ady  have.
Bes t of luck w ith you r hear ing, and my best  personal  rega rds.

Sincerely,
William L. Cahalan,

Prosecuting  Atto rney.
(1183)
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SUMMABT

1. Since 1972, the Wayne County Prosecuto r’s Office has  followed a policy of 
issuin g concealed weapon felony wa rra nts in weapons cases  (TAB A),  Warr ants 
for misdemeanors and pleas below a felony are specifically prec luded (TAB B).

2. CCW felony wa rra nts  in 1972 were 15.07% higher  tha n those issued in 1971. 
CCW felony wa rra nts  issued in 1973 were 8.2% higher  than  the  tot al number 
issued in 1972 (TAB C).

3. The percentage of dism issa ls and nonconvictions on CCW charges also 
increased in 1972 and 1973 (TAB D) .

4. The percentage of persons incarcera ted  following  conviction of weapons 
offenses dec reased in 1972 and 1973 (TAB E ).

5. The de ter ren t impact of crimin al sanctions for  c ar rying  a concealed w’eapon 
is extremely  low:

On the  average 96 out of every 100 persons convicted of a weapons violation 
are  not incarce rated .

On the  average  61 out of every 100 persons convicted of a weapons violation, 
who have had p rior  weapons o r felony convictions , a re  not incarcera ted  (TAB F).

6. This office has  draft ed  and proposes leg isla tion impos ing a mandatory, 
minimum six month jjeriod of inc arc era tion for  persons convicted of car rying a 
concealed weapon (TAB G).

7. Recorde r’s Court T ria l Stati sti cs  1974 (TAB H) .

MEMORANDUM

Re W ar rant—Carry ing Concealed Weapons  and  Ca rry ing  Weapon in a Motor 
Vehicle.

D at e: July 1, 1974.
To: All As sist ant  P rosecuting Attorneys.
Fr om : Dominick R. Carnovale , Chief,  Crimin al Division .

It  is the policy of thi s office with respect to weapons offenses th at  a felony 
charge must be recommended at  the  war rant  stage. Only whe re the proofs are 
ques tiona ble or the  fac ts as related fall  wi thin  ano the r sta tu te,  should a mis
demeanor war rant  be issued.
Example.—Defendan t was observed carry ing  a gun, bu t the re is no evidence 

th at  it was concealed an d/ or  transporte d in a motor vehicle. Fa ilu re  to present 
for safe ty inspection (MCLA 750.228) a misdemeanor, might be appropr iate.

Equ itab le cons idera tions  are not an  except ion to th is policy. Exceptional 
circumstances should be brought to the  a tte nti on  of the  W ar ra nt  Crew Chief.
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CCW WARRANTS ISSUEO FOR 1971-73

1971 1972 1973

Number of defendants. . . .....................................................................................  1,968 2,27 5 2,461
Percent increase over previous year.......................................... 15 .6 8.2

PERCENTAGE OF CCW WARRANTS RESULTING IN NONCONVICTIONS OR DISMISSALS

Year—

1971 1972 1973

Pe rc en t.. . 33 48 45

CCW Defendan ts Inca rcerated : 1971-1973
* . 1 ;

AS A PERCENTAGE OF (1 ) CCW Warr ants AND , (2 ) Conviction* Aris ing

1 9 7 1  1 9 7 2  1 9  7 3

i t in n im  Re co rder ’s Cou rt—Wayne Co.

PRO BABILITY OF INCARCERATION (AS OF FUN CTION OF PRIOR CONVICTION S),  OF A DEFENDANT IF  CONVICTED 
ON A CCW WAR RAN T*

Not
Incarcerated incarcerated

Prior convictions (perc ent):
None ................................................................................ . ..............................................................
Misdemeanor..................................................................................................................................
Prior felony....................................................................................................................................
Prior weapons................................................................................................................................

4
15
39
39

96
85
61
61

■ Based on a random sample of 465 defendants, of whom 204 were charged and convicted in recorder's court during 
1973.



App en di x 3

R esponses of Detroit Police Department to Requests for Assistan ce in 
Social Conflict Situatio ns and R ecommendations  for New P rocedures— 
J uly 1975

G. Marie  W ilt and  Jam es D. Bannon

introduction

A stud y of police responses to requests from citizens for ass ista nce  in conflict 
sit ua tio ns  h as been conduc ted in two prec incts  o f the Det roit  Police  D epar tmen t. 
Th is field survey was the  second pa rt of a two pa rt project funded by the  Police 
Founda tion . The firs t pa rt of this study analyzed  the  screening and dispatch ing 
processes of the  Communications Section of the  De troit Police Dep artm ent in 
response  to socia l conflict calls. Through this ana lysis, we were able to determine 
the  type of inform atio n reques ted by Emergency Service Operators from persons 
askin g police  to inte rven e in social conflict situatio ns,  responses given by these 
persons, act ions taken by Emergency Service Operators,1 info rmation  subm itted 
to the  dis pa tch ers  when a case was reques ted, and whe ther  or not a ca r was 
dispatched.

The in iti al  tra in ing received by Emergency Service Operators, thei r super
visio n and  thei r in-service tra ini ng  were also eva luated in term s of the  effects 
the se facto rs hav e upon responses to social  conflicts calls  made by these  opera
tors . Emergency Service Operators are  the  firs t persons with whom a citizen 
requestin g ass ista nce  contacts, therefore the ir responses are  crucial  in det er
mining the  manne r in which persons will be assis ted. The qua lity  of the  in ter 
actions between Emergency Service Operators and persons asking for police 
ass ista nce  also influence the  citiz en’s perceptions of the  Police Depar tme nt and 
its  willingness to be of assist anc e in conflict situations.

The  det ail s of th at  research  were presented in our  inte rim  rep ort  for  this 
pro ject . The following recommendations were m ad e:

1. Train ing  for Emergency  Service Ope rato rs in inte rviewing techniques and 
det ailed inst ruc tion  in relay ing info rma tion  to dispatch ers is needed to correct 
ineffective  inte rvie wing prac tices  and inconsistencies in Transm itti ng  info rma
tion. Thi s tra in ing should begin with gene ral inte rviewing techniques, then  be 
followed by specia lized inst ruction  for  inte rviewing dur ing social conflict calls. 
Sup ervisor s should also be included in thi s trai ning. An ev alua tion period should

• follow,  durin g which Emergency Service Ope rato rs are observed on the  job and
ass iste d in achieving skill  in effective interv iewin g. Once thi s ini tia l tra ini ng  
and  eva lua tion period is completed. Emergency Service Ope rato rs should have 
thei r inte rviewing  performance  evaluated period ically  by superviso rs, with  in- 
service tra in ing provided when new types of problems are  observed.

2. T he De tro it Police  Depar tme nt’s policy concerning how the  911 system is to 
be used must be clarified. Once this  clarif ication is made, the  policy should be 
comm unicated throug hou t the  d epartment and implemented in its  practices . If  i t 
is decided th at  911 will be a number for reques ts for  emergency services, then  
this info rma tion  mus t be communicated to the public. Types of calls  that  are  
defined as emergency call s will also have  to be clarified.

3. A procedure for  filing reports for all social conflict responses made by 
police is needed so th at historic al da ta concerning conflicts will be available.  This 
inform atio n should the n be incorpo rated into  a computerized info rmation  sys
tem th at  will  s tore these da ta as well as  make them re adi ly accessible.

1 Thes e usua llv  inclu ded reon es tln g th a t th e di sp atch er  send  a car . in fo rm ing the 
cit ize n to go to th e pr ec inct  to  make a re po rt , or inf orming the cit izen th a t no ac tio n would 
be tak en .

(1187)
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4. The Detroi t Police Deportment's policy of non-response to  disputes unless a weapon is involved should l»e revised. If the  Departm ent is to  have any  preventive role at  all in the occurrences of assault s and  homicides, the  i>olicy must be changed  to a policy of responding to dispu tes. Such a i»olicy chang e mus t be accompanied by conflict management tra ining  for  officers if police responses are  to be beneficial to c itizens in terms of reducing the level o f v iolence and  effective for police in terms of reducing potentia l harm to responding officers.5. The curre nt lack of alte rna tives of the  Detroi t Police Depar tment  in handling disputes when ar re st  is not appro priate  should lx? corr ected by conflict management training, as well as by the  esta blishment of specific altern ative  I>oliee responses for some types of requests for  ass ista nce  in conflict situations. Such alt ern ati ve  responses would offer ass ista nce  to citizens and provide inform ation to police th at  could be use ful if fu ture  conflicts occur.6. Responses  to social conflicts in Detro it by agenc ies oth er than  police are inadequa te. This  must be corrected by establ ishing  work ing relatio nsh ips  between the  D etro it Police Dei>urtment and app rop ria te agencies.As explained in the inter im report, the las t two recommendations will be expanded  upon as a resu lt of this analysis . The  second i>art of thi s pro ject was a survey  conducted in two precincts of the Detro it Police Depa rtment. The pur- IHise of thi s survey was three-fold . Fir st, it was inten ded to learn, from officers who resixmded to social conflict situ atio ns, the  na ture  of thei r interactio ns with persons  who had  requested ixdice intervention in a conflict. In order to eva luate  the  w’ays in which police might intervene in conflict s more effectively, it  is important to know what kind of ass ista nce  people want from police and  wha t type of aid police now feel they are  giving to citizens in conflict situ atio ns. This information  will also lend insig ht into  the  type  of conflict management tra ining  th at  might be usefu l for police.
The second objective was to obta in info rma tion  concerning the types of conflicts for which j>eople request ass ista nce  from ix>lice. While this question  was addressed in the first pa rt of the  project, the  answers obtained in th at  analysis descrilx*d sample  cases of calls requesting assistance. By focusing ujion actua l responses to conflicts by officers in the field, th is segment  of the study enables  us to analyze  a sample of such cases  in greater  depth. These da ta will enab le us to have a be tte r understand ing of ]>ossible alte rna tives to sending a pat rol  c ar  fo r handling some tyjies of conflicts. They will also be helpful in our e fforts to  cla rify  the na tur e of tra ining th at  will benefit both citizens and  police, as  well as to identify the  types of social service agency with which ixilice shou ld establish working relat ionsh ips. Although one can expect people to tu rn  to police for ass ista nce  in social conflicts, one must realiz e th at  the  ma jor ity  of these sit ua tions  are not  criminal in content. Therefore, if police are  to take  a role in preventing fu tur e violence, they mus t be able to offer possible solut ions through other agencies th at  will have longer term  effects than  thei r inte rvention of a single conflict incident.
J* inally , the  survey was  intended to dete rmin e the  type of info rmation  about social conflicts that  would be useful  to police on a continuing basis. While the  first pa rt of the study clearly  indicated th at  re por ts should be made on al l conflict situa tions to which police respond (whether  by telephone or  in person) this segment, of the analysis  sough t to specify the exa ct pieces of informa tion  th at  would assis t police during any futur e conflicts in which the ir inte rvention might be requested.
All these da ta  were gath ered  by use of a question naire, as explained below. 

Research design
The c onte nt of questions for the ins trume nt used in this  survey was determined  prim arily from knowledge gained durin g the  ea rli er  project th at  studied conflict-motivated homicides and assaul ts, as well as from the first  pa rt  of thi s project . The  quest ionnaire  (see Appendix A) consists of five major  subject areas : 1—a desc ription of partic ipa nts  in the  conflict, 2—character ist ics  of the  conflict situ atio n (including the rela tion ship of participant s and conflict his tor ies ), 3—types of action take n by responding officers and the  n atu re  of thei r ass ista nce  to the conflict par ticipan ts, 4—the particip ants’ assessment of the  i>otential for fut ure  conflicts, and 5—the responding officers’ evalu ation of th e pot ent ial  benefit of conflic t management tra ini ng  to  the ir effective inte rven tion  in such situatio ns.Two prec incts  were then selected  in which thi s que stio nna ire could be distrib uted to officers to be completed af te r they responded to conflict situations.
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These precincts were selected on the  basis  of two cri te ri a : 1—they are geo
graphically  located beside each other , yet one has  a high overall c rime rate, while  
the  other  has a very low ra te  of cr im e; 2—the inspectors responsib le for  each 
precinct agreed to cooperate with  the  rese arch ers and give support to the  
project.

Before the survey  ins trument was pre-tested in these precincts, it  was  sub
mitted for review to two research ers who have  had  extensive experience in 
stud ies similar  to thi s one—Morton Bard and Han s Toch. Both persons made 
very helpful suggestions and  app ropriate revisions were made ju st  prior to 
testing the instrument. The  questionna ire was then  given to one sh ift  of each 
precin ct for pre-test ing. This pre- test  period was two weeks in length , with  
officers inst ructed to complete a questionna ire for each conflict to which they 
responded during this  time.

At the end of this period, completed questionna ires  were  analy zed and com
pare d to determ ine the reli abil ity and val idity of the  inst rument. The re was no 
indica tion that  any questions were  misunderstood, nor were there any incon
sistencies in the  type of information obta ined  by any item on the instrum ent . In 
othe r words, officers inte rpre ted the questions in the  manner th at  they were 
intended and provided the information we sough t to obtain . Therefore, no 
changes were made in the question naire for  the  survey. The excellent  criti ques 
made by Bard  and  Toch, with  the ir suggestions for revision , enabled us to pro
duce a sound question naire before the  pre-tes t. The ins trument its elf  is evidence 
of the  benefit obtained from building  a study upon the experti se gained by per 
sons who have conducted s imi lar research.

The survey was then conducted in these  two prec incts  for a period of two 
months. During pa rt one of the project, it was learned  that  the ma jor ity  of calls 
requesting  ass istance  in conflict situatio ns are  received by the De tro it Police 
Departm ent from 5 :00 p.m. to 11 :00 p.m. The refo re the  survey was  conducted 
during the  second sh ift  only (4 :00 p.m. to m idn igh t).

The wr iters conducted tra ining sessions for officers a t each prec inct  to explain 
the project to them and to  give detailed inst ructions concerning the question 
naire . The type of info rmation sought by each quest ion was explained during 
these sessions. The wri ters began by describing the project in term s of its  poten 
tial  benefit to police officers and to citizens . Then each item of the  q ues tionnair e 
was read and its meaning explained. Officers were asked for  the ir comments and 
questions concerning the pro ject and the  survey inst rum ent.  They were ins tructed 
to complete a questionna ire for each conflict to which they responded.  They were 
also informed that  if they needed assi stance at  any time concerning the  survey 
they could contac t the ir prec inct inspectors  or either of the  w rite rs.

Data from the survey were compute r analyzed. The resu lts are presented both 
sta tist ica lly  and in descrip tive form.

It  should he noted th at  the wr iters had  orig inally intend ed to feed thi s infor
mation  back to the officers upon the completion of the  survey, in order to evalu
ate  its usefulness. However, it  was felt  th at  unless  conflict calls were con
sistently  dispatched to patrol cars, there would be no way to assess the  use ful
ness of the data.  In other words, it is likely th at  conflic t p art icipants  migh t have 
a car sent in one instance, but not in another , even if the  two situ ations were 
similar  in natu re. This  was shown by the da ta obta ined  from pa rt one of the  
project. Therefore, it did not seem possib le to  ev alua te the  pr act ica l usefulness of 
conflict history data for officers unless they would respond  to all requ ests  for 
assistance. Because of thi s difficulty, info rmation  was not fed back to the pre
cincts for use. However, as will be shown by the findings of the  survey , it was 
possible to clear ly iden tify the  type of info rmation  that  will benefit officers in 
the ir efforts to intervene  in conflicts.
Characteristics of persons requesting police asistance in conflict situations

Data were collected for 78 conflict situ atio ns to  which police in these  two pre
cincts responded. From table I,2 i t is observed that  par tic ipants  in these conflicts 
are  almost evenly dis trib uted between men and women. In Table II,  it is shown 
th at  these conflicts involved a significantly lar ge r number of conflicts between 
men and women than  between two men or two women.3 Comparing sex and race 
of both conflict partic ipa nts  (Table II I) , the larg est  percentage of both men

2 All tables a re in  appendix B.
3 The x2 score indica tes the  significance of the correlation, while the  C score indicates  

the  st reng th of the relationship .
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and women who par ticipated in these conflicts were  black. These da ta seem to indicate th at  the majority of cases to which police send cars a re  conflicts between a man and a woman.
Turning next  to the race  of conflict par tic ipants , more tha n 60% (Tab le IV) of these persons were black. It was found that  these conflicts are predominant ly intra-ra cial . Both sta tis tical tes ts indicate  that  this is u significant and strongly corre lated  iwt tern  (Table V). These tren ds are  consistent with the  findings of our first project, which analy zed conflict-motivated assault s and  homicides.Although persons involved in these conflicts are dis trib ute d across all  age groups, more than  40% are  between 21 and 30, w’hile 64% ar e between 21 and 40 (Table VI). These tren ds show that  most persons involved in such conflicts are  relat ively  young. A cross  tabulat ion of the  age groups of both partic ipa nts  revealed no significant  trend s.
Occupational pat terns of these  conflict particip ants are very  sim ilar to those observed for conflict-motivated ass ault and homicide particip ants.  Once again, it was found tha t the largest i>ercentage of  these persons are unemployed (Table VI I),  with the next  large st group of persons employed in u nsk illed jobs. In Table VII I, one finds that  for a significant ly larger perc entage of cases, both persons involved in these  conflicts are  more frequently unemployed tha n are in any oth er occupational category. These sta tis tic s fu rth er  emphasize  the  strong correla tion  lietween interpersona l conflict and a deprived economic condition. Combining these  d ata  w’ith those from the analy sis  o f conflic t-mot ivated  assau lts  and homicides, this real tionship  is observed to be a con stant one for  v arious  intensiti es of violence and conflict. The write rs int erp ret  these da ta as ind ica ting that  pe rsons most likely to have  histories o f conflict inte rac tions ar e those in lower socio-economic groups. As d ata  concerning cha rac ter ist ics  of these conflict situations will show in the discussion th at  follows, the  p att ern  o f conflict is most frequent ly one of increasing levels of violence.
Comparing occupational categories with sex of conflict par ticipan ts, one finds (Table IX)  th at  a signif icantly  lar ge r perc entage of women are unemployed than men. Although a large  prop ortion of men are also  unemployed, the re is a significantly g rea ter  number employed th an women among these conflict p arti cipants. In contras t, the re are  no signif icant differences in occupational sta tus by rac ial  group (Tab le X ). Approximately  40% of both black and white  conflict p ar tic ipa nts  nre unemployed. Although the re ar e more blacks than whi tes involved in conflicts in this sample, persons from both racia l groups a re  sim ila r in  socio-economic status.

Characteristics of conflict situations
Although the  78 conflicts analy zed were dis trib uted throug hou t the  week, the largest perce ntage (41%) took place on F ridays and Sa tur days (Tab le X I) . This  is sim ilar  to the  tren ds observed  for conflic t-motivated assau lts  and homicides.The types  of conflict situations found by police when they responded to these  calls for ass istance  varied in inte nsity from verbal arguments to ass ault with weapons. The conflict types  observed most often were phys ical assaul ts and weapon ass aults  (Table X II ).  These two categories con stit ute  56.5% of the  78 cases. These da ta clear ly show that, more than  ha lf of these conflic ts are  the most violent in nature . Because of the  D etroit  Police Depar tment ’s policy of screen ing out and not  responding to  conflicts, except  for those involving weapons, thi s i s not surpr ising . It  does indica te, however, that  the  sc reening policy is not consistently  followed. As the wri ters noted dur ing  the  first pa rt of the  project, the re seem to be no consistent ly applied guidelines tha t determine when a car  wil l be dispa tche d for ass istance  in conflict situatio ns.
The predominant rela tionship  of  persons  involved in these  conflicts was th at  of husband and  wife (51.3%—Table X II I) . This  perce ntage is sim ila r to that  observed in the  ear lier study for  assault  par tic ipants  (50%),  but  much larger than  that  for homicide  partic ipa nts  (19%).  The predominance of ma rrie d couples in this sample and the more even dis tributio n of men and women tha n was found in the ass aul t and homicide study lead the  wr iters to believe th at  thi s reflects  the  response pa tte rn o f the Detro it Police Department. Most pol ice officers in Detro it refer to social conflict calls a s “family trouble” runs.  They are und er the  impression th at  police get  called to as sis t primarily in argum ents  among family members. From this sample, it  does seem that  a car is more likely to be sent to ass ist in a “family trouble” case. Yet da ta from the  homicide and  assaul t study indicate  

that  the largest percentage  of persons involved in the  most violent conflicts are
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adu lt men who are  friends or acqua intances. If  da ta  from the  78 cases in thi s 
study accurately reflect the  type of conflicts to which the  Det roit  Police  D epart 
ment most frequent ly dispatches cars, then  cons ideration  should be given to re
sponding to all serious conflicts ra the r tha n giving priori ty to arguments among 
family members.

The two other relat ionship s observed most freq uently among these persons 
were that  of parent  and child  and that  of friend and  acqu ainta nce.  Stud ies have 
consis tently found that  violent in teractions occur most frequently between persons 
who are relat ives  or friends. This  seems to be a cons tan t tre nd.

In 30 or 38.4% of the 78 cases, persons  other  than  the conflict particip an ts were 
involved in the  in terac tion.  Others were not  involved in 45 or 57.7%. The number 
of othe rs involved was usual ly one (15 cases) or 2 (8 cases) , alth ough as many 
as eight  others  were involved in other  inc idents . Of the 30 cases involving persons 
othe r tha n the  conflict par tici pan ts, most were relativ es (83.4%—Table XIV) . 
In all cases, the nature  of these persons’ par tici pat ion  was either  to at tempt  to 
inte rven e in the conflict o r to  su ppor t one of the p art icipants  in  the  conflic t, wi th
out  tak ing  par t in a p rimary manner .

Persons were drinking  alcohol during less than  h al f of these  conflicts (Table 
XV). In 59.5% of the 42 cases involving alcohol use, only one of the  part ici pants  
had been drinking (Tab le XV I). There were only 19% of these  cases in which 
responding officers fel t th at  both persons were intoxicated or th at  alcohol was 
influencing the ir behavior . F or the  first  group of persons, the re a re  few differences 
in alcohol use among men and  women. However, for  the  second group, 28.2% 
more women tha n men had  drunk no alcohol prior to the  conflict. Comparing 
alcohol use among racial groups (Table XVIII) , it  was observed th at  the re was 
lit tle  difference by race in the first group, but less alcohol use by whi tes in the 
second group.

Han dgun s were used in these conflicts less frequent ly tha n was observed d uring 
ass aults  and  homicides in the ear lier study  (Table XIX ). The re was  lit tle  
difference in the frequency of use of weapons other tha n handguns . In more 
tha n ha lf the  cases, no weapon was involved. There are a signi ficantly larger 
perc entage of cases in w hich weapons were used by only one person or by n either 
person than situ ations in w’hich both persons used a weapon (Table XX ). Com
paring weapon use by sex of conflict par tici pan ts, one finds th at  a slightly  
larg er percentage of men used some sor t of firearm (Table XXI) . Women did 
not use handguns in any of these  cases, and  a slightly  l arg er percentage of women 
tha n men used no weapon dur ing  these arguments. The re w’ere  no signi fican t 
differences in weapon use by race of conflict  pa rticip an ts (Tab le X X II ),  a lthough 
a sligh tly larg er percentage of blacks used  handguns than  whites. It  is also 
observed  that  a somewhat larger percentage of whi tes did not  use weapons tha n 
was found  fo r blacks.

Turning to interactio n pa tte rns dur ing  these conflicts, it  is observed th at  the 
first person sta rte d the argument  is 25 or  32.1% of the  cases, the second person 
did so in 21 or 26.9%, both began it  in 25 o r 32.1%, and ano ther person sta rte d 
the  conflict in 1 or 1.3%.4 Of the  43 cases in which the use of a weapon was 
thre atened , person  1 did so in 48.9% (21) , person 2 in 46.5% (20) , and  both  in 
4.7% (2) . This pa tte rn seems to indicate  th at  one conflict pa rticip an t was  as 
likely to make such a th reat  as the other. However, the  pa tte rn sh ift s for  those  
cases in which a weapon was actually  used. The re were 14 or 56% (of  25) in 
which person 1 used a weapon, 9 o r 36% in  which person 2 used a  weapon, 1 or 4% 
in which both did so, and  1 or 4% in which anoth er person  used a weapon. It  
is inte res ting  to find that  the  pe rsons  wTho ca lled police for  ass istance  wTere more 
frequent ly the one to use a weapon dur ing the  conflict. If  fu rthe r ana lys is were 
to be made, the wr iters w’ould want to learn, for  those cases, whether these in
dividual s brought weapons into the  conflicts before or af te r police wTere  called.

There were a var iety  of conflict pa tte rns observed by police officers who re
sponded to these  situatio ns. They are  qui te sim ilar to conflict pa tte rns that  
were observed to have taken place prior to conflic t-motivated homicides. Ra the r 
tha n atte mpting  to qua nti fy these  pat terns,  brief descriptions of typical  inci 
dents will be used to chara cte rize them. Several arguments  took place  between

4 There were ano the r 6 or 7.7 % of the  cases in which officers could not determine  who 
sta rted the conflict. By reviewing the officers’ commentaries for each case, it was deter
mined th at  on all the  quest ionnaires , person 1 was the person who called the  police for 
assistance.
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coup les  wh o were e it her se para te d  or divo rced . Tw o m ajo r pa tt e rn s w er e ob
se rv ed  in  th es e confl ict s. In  th e fi rs t pa tt e rn , th e  co up le  wer e to get her  to dis cu ss  
ar ra ngem ents  fo r th e ir  ch ildr en  o r to  m ak e pro per ty  se tt le m en ts . In  su ch  ca se s,  
ve rb al  ar gum en ts  dev elo jied from  th es e di sc us sion s. Some  of  them  re m ai ned  
ve rbal , bu t mo st of  them  in te ns if ied in to  ph ys ic al  ass au lt s.  The re  were al so  se v
er al  in which  th es e arg um en ts  be ca me so viol en t th a t wea po ns  w er e used . In  
tlie second  pr ed om in an t pa tt e rn  oc cu rr in g be tw ee n se para te d  or  divo rced  co up les , 
th e  h us ban d wen t to th e home  of  his  wife  or fo rm er  wi fe,  br ok e in and phy si ca lly 
ass au lt ed  he r. In al l of  th es e ca se s,  th e men  in te ntional ly  a tt acked  th e ir  w iv es — 
th e co nf lic t be ga n as  ph ys ic al  ass au lt s,  ra th e r th an  esc ala ti ng  from  ver bal  
ar gum en ts .

I t  w as  in te re st in g  to  ob se rv e th a t a ll  ca se s which  invo lved  si bl in gs  es cala te d  
to e it her ph ys ic al  or  wea po n ass au lt s.  In  on e ca se , bro th ers  w er e arg uin g about 
us in g th e ca r, th en  th ey  fo ught  ove r it,  nn d one of  th em  a tt em pte d  to  se t th e ir  
ho us e on fire . In  an ot he r,  tw o bro th ers  were arg u in g  be ca us e th e  yo un ge r b ro th er 
wo uld  no t fol low  th e ol de r b ro th er’s or de rs . Th ey  arg ued  fo r a  whi le,  th en  th e 
ol de r bro th er stab be d th e you ng er  one . E ac h of  th e  in ci den ts  be tw ee n sibl in gs  
began w ith ve rb al  confl ict s, th en  in te ns if ie d and de ve lope d in to  ass au lt s.

Se ve ra l confl ict  pa tt e rn s were ob se rv ed  in th os e ca se s invo lv ing hus ban d and 
wi fe.  In  man y of  them , a ve rb al  a rg um ent de ve lope d from  a di sc us sion . T he 
di sc us sion s became pr og re ss iv ely mor e host il e u n ti l th ey  were qui te  ab usi ve 
ve rb al ly , fr eq ue nt ly  sw ea ring  a t ea ch  o th er and ca ll in g  ea ch  o th er in su lt in g  
na mes . D uring m an y su ch  arg um en ts , th re a ts  of  phy si ca l violen ce  were mad e.  
In  som e, one pe rson  th re ate ned  to  ki ll th e oth er . In  th e la rg est  pr op or tio n of  th e  
co nf lic ts be tw ee n m ar ri ed  co up les , th e  co nf lic t be ga n as  a ver bal  one , th en  es ca 
la te d in to  a ph ys ical  as sa u lt . F re quentl y  th e ph ys ic al  a ssa u lt  was  pre cip it a te d  
l»y a de m an d mad e by husb an d o r wife  du ri ng  th e ar gum ent.  When th is  dem an d 
wa s re je ct ed , th e pe rson  wh o m ad e i t  ass au lt ed  th e o th er pe rso n.  In  one ca se  a 
man  to ld  th e re sp on di ng  off ice rs th a t he  h it  hi s w ife be ca us e “sh e d id n’t obey 
me ”. In  an oth er in ci de nt , a m an  h it  his  wife , th en  pus he d her  dow n th e st a ir s,  
be ca us e sh e ye lle d a t hi m  fo r co min g ho me dru nk. T her e w er e se ve ra l co nf lic ts  
be tw ee n m ar ri ed  co up les  which  esc ala te d  in to  wea po n ass au lt s.  Th ese w er e sim 
il a r to  th e  ph ys ic al  as sa ult s.  The y be ga n as  ver bal  co nf lic ts an d in  some ca se s 
es ca la te d  di re ct ly  to  wea po n ass au lt s , but  in o th ers  pr og re ss ed  from  ver ba l a rg u 
m en ts  to  p hy sica l as sa ult s,  th en  to  wea jio n as sa u lt s.

The re  were al so  co nf lic ts betw ’een  hus ba nds  an d wives  in th is  sa m ple  th a t 
di re ct ly  be ca me ph ys ic al  or wea po n as sa u lt s.  In  on e of  th es e a wom an  wok e up  
her  sl ee ping  hu sb an d an d h it  him on th e he ad  w ith a fr y in g  pa n.  In  an o th e r in ci 
de nt , bo th  j>ersons ha d been dri nki ng.  The  hu sb an d ha d le ft  th e  roo m,  th en  
walke d ba ck  in an d h it  his  wife . Sh e w en t to  th e  kitch en , go t a butc her  kn ife,  
re tu rn ed  and st ab be d him. T her e w er e al so  se ve ra l ca se s in  which  one sp ou se  
ca me home  la te  an d w as  phy si ca lly ass au lt ed  by th e  o th er , upon  en te ri ng  th e  
house.

A rg um en ts  t h a t oc cu rred  be tw ee n p are n ts  a nd  ch ildre n  v ar ie d  in  in te nsi ty  fr om  
ve rb al  co nf lic ts  to  wea po n ass au lt s.  How ev er , on ly  a few of  th es e were so le ly  
ve rb al . Most of  t he m es ca la te d  in to  phy si ca l ass au lt s.  The  m ajo ri ty  of  t hes e w er e 
arg um ents  be tw ee n p are n ts  an d th e ir  ad u lt  ch ildr en . In  a ty pic al  in ci de nt , a  m an  
as ke d hi s son a qu es tio n.  W he n th e  so n re fu se d to  a nsw er , th e  f a th e r re pea te d  th e  
que st io n se ve ra l tim es  an d th e so n to ld  h is  fa th e r he  wou ld  not answ er  him. T he 
fa th e r re pe at ed  th e qu es tion  nn d h is  s on h it  h im.

Ther e wer e on ly tw o ca se s invo lv in g pare n ts  and th e ir  ch ildre n th a t esc a la te d  
in to  weajK)n ass au lt s.  In  one of  th es e,  a fa th e r an d son had  a le ng th y verb al 
arg um en t th a t ha d co nt in ue d fo r se ver al  ho ur s.  T he  son fina lly  sa id . “ I ’ve had  
en ou gh  of  th is ” nn d st ab be d his  fa th er.  In  th e o th er ca se , an  arg um ent be ga n 
wh en  a m an  to ld  hi s son he  did not lik e th e pai n tings hi s son ha d ju s t do ne . He 
to ld  hi s son he  th ought he  was  cr az y an d th en  to ld  him  to  move ou t. T he son,  
a tw en ty -s ix  yea r old  man , go t angry  an d hit  hi s fa th e r on th e  he ad  w ith  a ra dio .

Con fli cts  be tw ee n pe rs on s o th er th an  re la ti ves as su m ed  p a tt e rn s si m il a r to  
th os e de sc ribe d above. T here  w er e tw o ca se s in vo lv in g la nd lo rd s an d te nan ts . 
Bo th  of  th es e were ve rb al  a rg um ents  th a t had  become  quit e  hos ti le  w he n th e 
la nd lo rd s in fo rm ed  th e te nan ts  th a t th ey  were be ing ev ic ted.  Sev er al  co nf lict s 
al so  aro se  be tw ee n ne ighb or s.  Thes e w er e al l e it he r ph ys ic al  or wea po n a ssa u lt s  
which  had  in tens ifi ed  fr om  ver bal  ar gu m en ts . In  th e  m os t ty pi ca l of  th es e 
co nf lic ts  be tw ee n ne ighb or s,  th ey  be ga n by arg uin g ab out a m att er,  such  as  a dog 
th a t ra n  on to  th e o th e r’s lawn,  th en  be ga n figh tin g in an  ef fo rt  to  re so lve th e ir
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differences. In a more violent incident, two neighbors had an extended  argu 
ment and one of them went into his house, got a gun, then came back outside 
and shot at  his neighbor .

Most of these  othe r conflicts were between frie nds and acquainta nces . In many 
such incidents, both had been drinking. In one case, the conflict was verba l, but 
qui te loud. When officers asked the two particip ants what they were argu ing 
about, they both realized they were quite  drunk and adm itted they could not 
remember what sta rte d the  argum ent. In  ano the r case, severa l frie nds  were 
drin king toge ther  and one of them became somewhat boisterous and  broke a 
window. Few of the  conflicts between friends or acqu aintance s esca lated beyond 
verbal arguments. In those  cases that  esca lated into physical assaul ts, male 
friends  were involved. They were drinking  together, got into an argu men t, con
tinu ed to drink, then began to fight.

One should keep in mind th at  the  conflict  pa tte rns described  here are typical 
of those to which police responded. They may or may not accura tely  reflect 
conflicts to which the  Det roit  Police Departm ent chose not to send a car. This  
sample and the  d ata  collected from the first pa rt  of this  project do seem to ind i
cate  th at  cars a re  disp atch ed most frequent ly when th e conflict involves an a ssa ult  
or when use of a weapon has  been threaten ed. However, one must remember 
that  the wr ite rs found, in the ir analysis of call screening , th at  car s were not 
dispatched in some cases of weapon and physical assaul ts, or in some instances 
where th reats of weapon ass ault were made. Therefore, it does not  seem that  
responses to conflicts are  made in a consi stent  manner.

Regardle ss of the  rela tionships between conflict particip ants in thi s sample, 
the re is a  predo minant pa tte rn followed by most of these inte ract ions. The ma jor 
ity of these  cases began as verbal  conflicts, then intensified as  the  argument  
progressed. In  some instances,  they escalated from discussions to hos tile  verbal 
conflicts, while  in othe rs they continued to intensify into physical assaul ts. In 
sti ll other incidents, the conflicts became more violent and developed into  weapon 
assaul ts. In oth er words, most conflicts seem to begin at  a non-violent verbal 
level, wi th those which become more violen t progressing  from one level of inten
sity  to another. The re were only a few cases in which the  conflicts began as phys i
cal or weapon assaul ts. As was  pointed out in the  assau lt and homicide study, 
it  seems that  this esca lation of violence results  from the  pa rticip an ts’ inabili ty 
to resolve the ir conflicts at  lower levels of intensity. In most cases, it does not 
app ear  that  the  conflicts were  tru ly resolved, but rat he r, that  they were  merely  
term inated. The analysi s of the  conflict historie s of persons in thi s samp le seems 
to support this hypothesis.

From Table XX III , one can see that  the  source of the  larges t perc enta ge of 
these conflic ts was some form of mari tal  or fami ly problem. The d ata  presented  in 
thi s table describe only the immediate motivation for thi s specific argum ent.  In 
eva lua ting  these  data, one mus t also take into  cons ideration  that  responses to 
thi s question  are a combina tion of information that  par tic ipa nts  were will ing to 
give to responding officers and of these officers’ int erp retations  of what they 
observed and what they were told.

There was considerable var iat ion  in the  depth  of info rmation given concern
ing conflict sources. Within the  category of m ari tal  problems in which the  couple 
was  separa ted  or a divorce  pending, responses ranged from a simple one sta tin g 
th at  th e couple was separa ted  and argu ing to a  de tailed explana tion  concerning a 
situ ation in which a couple was abou t to be divorced .In thi s la tter  case, the  
woman expla ined th at  her  husband got drunk frequently and then came to her  
house and fought with her  (usually assaul ting  her).

Persons in the  category of other ma rita l problems also varied in the  detail 
of the expla nation. In seve ral cases, one person had accused the  oth er of being 
unfaith ful,  while in others  they simply sta ted  th at  they argued frequent ly. In 
one of these la tte r instan ces, the  couple told the  officers tha t they had  been fight
ing for a long time and would probably continue to fight. There were several 
ma rita l argumen ts concerned with money—either misuse of it, lack of sufficient 
funds,  or differences abou t how it  should be spent. In  one other case, a man 
informed officers th at  he hit  his wife because he had  asked  her  to prepare some
thin g fo r him to ea t and she had refused.

Severa l conflicts arising from drinking problems were  between husb and and 
wife. In one case, the  woman informed officers th at  her  husband was always 
mean when he drinks, while  in ano ther a man expla ined that  he was drunk 
and had not inten ded to hi t his wife. Most of the  conflicts in the  drinking cate-
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gory we re described  sim ply  as dr in king  pro ble ms  or  as  drun ke nn ess. An eld erly woman who had been sev ere ly be ate n by her  son told office rs th a t he  fre qu en tly  beh ave d th a t way a ft er d rin kin g.Conflict  pa rt ic ip an ts  in th e family  problem grou p al l indi ca ted th a t the y had co ns tant  arg um en ts.  In  one  cas e a da ug ht er  ha d ru n aw ay  fro m home an d did  no t wan t to  re tu rn  bec aus e of th e conti nuous conflic t, wh ile  in an ot he r a man in his  ea rly  tw en tie s st at ed  th a t hi s mothe r alway s mi sused th e money he gav e her. An oth er of thes e con flic ts involved br ot he rs  who fre qu en tly  fou gh t wi th eac h oth er.

It  is in te re st ing to no te th a t fo r al l in stan ce s in wh ich  men ta l he al th  was given as  the sou rce  of conf lict,  one  of th e conflic t par ti c ip an ts  ha d ju st  been releas ed fro m a me ntal ho sp ita l. Con flic ts groups  in th e o th er ca teg ory inc luded au  argu men t betw een a land lord  an d te na nt in wh ich  th e te nan t was being evicted becau se he  was nois y an d disturbe d ot he rs  too  freq ue nt ly . They  also inc lud ed a case in which a gi rl an d he r boyfr ien d argu ed  ab ou t us ing a ca r and one  in which  a man ha d accus ed hi s ne igh bo r of br ea ki ng  in to  hi s house. There  wa s only  one case for  which officers did  not an sw er  th e qu es tio n conce rning conflict source . Fo r al l the othe rs  in the unknow n ca teg ory, officers ind ica ted  th at pa rt ic ip an ts  we re unwi lling  to dis cu ss  th e reason s fo r th e ir  conf licts .Conflict  his tor ies
Officers we re ask ed to find ou t fro m the se  con flic ts par ti ci pa nts  wh eth er  they ha d pre vio usly l»een involved in suc h in te ract ions , as  wel l as  whe ther  they  expec ted  to eng age  in conflic ts in the fu tu re . Th ese  i>ersons repo rte d,  in 24 or 30.8% of the sam ple , th a t they ha d been involved in prev ious  con flic t in teract ions  in which the y ha d ask ed poli ce to  as si st  them ? The re  we re also  47 (60.3%) insta nces  in which per son s info rm ed  police th a t the y ha d been involved in previous argu men ts,  b ut  had  n ot called fo r jioliee a ss is tanc e?Ta king  a sligh tly  di ffe rent  look a t the se  st at is ti cs , it  was foun d th at  in 48 or 61.5% of the 78 cases,  par ti ci pan ts  ha d been  involved in some form  of conflic t pr io r to th e one  they  had ju st  repo rted  to police. Of thes e 48, 21 (43.8%)  had been involved in conflic ts for  which they  ha d req ue ste d pol ice as si st an ce  an d in those for  which the y ha d not  made suc h a req uest.  In  ad di tio n, th er e were 2 (4.2%) insta nc es  in which the only prev ious  con flic ts ha d invo lved  requ es ts for  police as si stan ce  an d 23 (47 .9% ) in wh ich  the only  pr io r conflic ts ha d no t involved  req uests  f or  po lice to ass ist .
Co mp aring  pre vio us confl icts  by type  (rep or ted to pol ice  or  no t)  an d by inten sit y (T ab le  XXIV ), it  is obser ved th a t the pr ed om inan t type  of  prev ious  conflict  in al l ca teg ori es is phys ica l as sa ul t. Th ere are  d iff ere nces  b etw een  e ar lie r argu men ts th a t were repo rte d to th e police an d thos e th a t were not , in th at  the  leve l of vio lence of conflic ts repo rte d to police wa s gr ea te r. Thi s is the pa tte rn  one  wou ld exp ect , sinc e peo ple  ar e mo re likely  to requ es t pol ice  as sis tanc e for weapo n as sa ul ts  or  th re ats  of weapo n as sa ul ts . Sign ifi cant diff erences were  fou nd  in th e leve l of viol ence with in  the gro up  of argu m en ts  no t rep ort ed  to police . The re  we re sig nif ica ntly mo re of  the se con flic t in te ra ct io ns  th at  reached the leve l of phys ica l or wea pon  as sa ult  th an  of an y ot he r in tens ity .No sig nif ica nt dif fer ences we re obs erv ed in the comp ar iso n of confl ict type of th e incide nt  being rep or ted  with  in te ns ity of prev ious  con flicts  (T ab le XXV).  Howev er, one can  see from th is  tabl e th at  pa rt ic ip an ts  in the la rg es t pro por tion  of the more vio len t pre vio us con flic ts (physic al an d w’eapon as sa ul ts ) reques ted  police as si stan ce  du rin g th is  incide nt  fo r simila rly  vio len t in teract ions .Re spondin g officers als o asked thes e perso ns if  they  expecte d to engage in conflic t in te ra ct ions  in the  fu tu re . Most of  the resp on de nts (63 or 80.8%) in for me d the se  officers th at  they  did  expect fu tu re  ar gu m en ts? Th ese  pers ons  also exp ected,  in the major ity  of  ins tan ces, th a t th ei r fu tu re  conflic t in te ract ions  would be qu ite  violen t. Th ere we re 31 cases (49.2% of  th e 63) in which respo ndents pred ict ed  fu tu re  physi cal as sa ult  fo r themselves.  26 (41 .3% ) in which they exp ected wea pon  as sa ul t, and 6 (9.5% ) in which the y th ou gh t th ei r fu tu re  conflic ts wo uld  be verbal . Th ese  da ta  ve rif y othe r tren ds  observed  in th is  study,

8 Tn 44 o r 56 .4 %  of  th e  ea se s, p a rt ic ip a n ts  re sp on de d neg at iv el y  to  th e  an es ti on  of in vo lv em en t in  pre vio us a rg um en ts  re qu ir in g  po lic e ass is ta nce , and  in  10  o r 12 .8% th ey  did  no t re sp on d to  th is  qu es tion .8 T here  wer e 20  o r 25 .6 %  of th ese  co nfl ic ts  in  whi ch  th e re  ha d been  no  pr ev io us  co nfl ic ts  nn d 11 or 14 .1%  in  which  th is  in fo rm ati on  was  n o t give n.  The  re ad er sh ou ld  keep tn m ind th a t th ese  ques ti ons  wer e not m u tu a ll y  ex clus iv e.  See quest io ns 49  and  50  of  Ap pend ix A. P o sit iv e  o r negat iv e  re sp onse s to  both  m ay  hav e ov er la pp ed .7 E ig h t o r 10 .3 %  di d not ex pec t fu r th e r  co nf lic t, w hile 7 o r 8.9’% sa id  th ey  did not know.
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as  well as observations made during the  homicide and assau lt study . Fir st  of 
all,  a larg e percentage of persons  who requ est police ass istance  in resolving 
conflict interactio ns have  histories of continu ing conflict. Second, these  con
flicts tend to incre ase in level of violence over time. Fu rth er  evidence is found 
when one compares type of curre nt conflict with  expected  inte nsit y of fut ure  
disp utes (Table XX VI) . Of the pred icted  fu tur e conflict inte ract ions, a sig
nific antly  grea ter  proportion are  expected  to be as  violent or more violen t tha n 
the  cur rent  one, whi le few predict decreas ing levels of  violence.

Although one might expect to find differences in conflict intensity by rela
tion ship of par ticipan ts, the levels of violence expected in fu tur e disputes  are  
nea rly evenly dist ribu ted  across all  categories of rela tion ship s (Table XX VII).  
Comp aring  the  rela tionship  between conflict par tic ipa nts  with  both the  pas t 
and  fu ture  disputes, one finds in all cases, except parent-ch ild, a grea ter  percen t
age expecting  furth er  conflict tha n have exper ienced arguments in the  pas t 
(Tab le XX VI II) .

A s ta tis tic al analysi s of p attern s of conflict shows a strong correlat ion between 
pas t, cur ren t, and  fu ture  conflict inte ract ions (Ta ble  XX IX ). Specifically, of 
those p ar tic ipa nts  who expected conflicts to  con tinue in the  fu ture , a significantly  
large r proport ion had  been involved in disputes  previous to the one to which 
police had  ju st  responded than  had not experienced such conflicts. Of the tota l 
sample of 78 cases, 42 o r 53.8% followed the  full continuum of conflict int erac
tions analyzed in thi s study—they had engaged in pas t and present disp utes and 
pre dic ted  th at  they would continue to do so. Analyz ing these cases fu rth er , one 
finds (Ta ble  XXX) th at  the majority of persons involved in past argume nts 
expect fu tu re  ones to be violent, i.e., to involve physical or weapon  assaul ts. 
There  were ano the r 15 or  19.2% who indicated th at  they expected  fu tur e argu 
ments, but  had not had  previous ones, while  ano the r 15 o r 19.2% indi cated in
volvement in cu rre nt  disputes only. Thus nearly three-fo urth s of the par tic ipa nts  
openly discussed  p att erns  of continuing, f requently v iolent  conflicts.
Responding officers' actions and evaluation of conflicts

There  was cons iderable var iat ion  in the  responses to these conflicts made by 
officers dis patched to ass ist.  The predominant action take n by responding officers 
was  to discuss the  sit ua tio n with  the conflict particip an ts (23 cases  or 29.5%). 
Within  this response pa tte rn,  the re were differences in the na tu re  of the  dis
cuss ions that  took place. In some cases , officers talk ed with  conflict parti cip an ts 
in order  to t erm ina te the  argument,  then they  le ft. In othe r instances, officers held 
extensive  conversations with  the  persons and atte mp ted  to get them  to under 
stan d the  source  of the  argume nt and to  solve  the ir problems without fu rth er  
violence. In several situatio ns, officers recommended th at  these persons seek 
counselin g o r legal assistan ce in the ir efforts to resolve the ir conflicts. T here were 
two  ins tances  in which officers inform ed conflict par tic ipa nts  th at  thei r arg u
ments  were  real ly civil ma tte rs and they should  not ask police for  assis tance, 
whi le in one case an officer told particip ants th at  they shoud let police handle 
such  sit ua tio ns  because most people were unable to terminate arguments them 
selves. In ano the r 6 (7.7%)  cases, officers removed weapons from the  parti ci
pa nt s’ homes, in add ition to discussing  their  conflicts. They advi sed prosecution  
in only one of these ins tances.

The second most freque nt action by officers was to make a rep ort  concerning 
the  conflict (19 cases or 24.4%). In thr ee  of these conflicts, officers had  taken 
an  injure d conflict parti cip an t to the hospital, or obtained an ambu lance  for 
them thro ugh  De tro it’s Emergency Medical Service. There were only two of  these 
situa tio ns  in which officers advised either  of the  persons involved in the dispute 
to follow up on the  rep or t by talking to detectives at  the  precinct (th is is the 
procedure followed when a  com plainant w ishes t o prosecute).

Conflict particip an ts were sep ara ted  by responding officers in ano the r 17 
(21.8% ) instances . Two pat ter ns  predominated in this categ ory of responses. 
In  the  first, officers s epa rated these persons , then waited unti l a friend or rel a
tive came to tak e one of them out of the  houe (usu ally  ove rnig ht).  The other 
pa tte rn  involved officers discussing  the  sit uat ion s with  the conflict par ticipan ts, 
then advising one of th em to leave  fo r a  while. In  these  cases, the officers’ advice 
was  followed.

Arres ts were made in 7 (8.9%)  of these incidents. In three of these cases, 
sons (adu lt)  were  arres ted  for assaul ting their  mothers. There was ano the r inci
den t in which an ar re st was made and a weapon confiscated, while in one other, 
an ar re st  w’as made and  the other conflic t part ici pant was take n to a hospi tal.
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Although one might  expect th at  respond ing officers’ actions would vary  according to the intensity of conflicts, this  was not found to be th e case. There  appears to l»e no consistency in actions taken by conflict type (Table XXX I).  Although the largest numlier of arr est s were made for weapon assaul ts, the predom inant action taken in weajxm assaul ts was to make a report. Thi s was also the  most frequent  response of officers in physical ass aul ts,  although they  were almost as likely to separate the conflict particip ants or discuss the  situation for  this  type of conflict. Clearly, there are  no dist inct  respo nse pa tte rns in term s of the level of violence of conflict.Officers were asked  if they thou ght they hud been help ful to these i>ersons in responding to thei r requests for  ass ista nce  in ter minat ing  conflicts. Thirty-nin e (50%) responded positively, while 32 (41% ) said  no, and  7 (9% ) were uncertain whe ther  they had helped or not. In 37 (47.4%) of these incidents,  officers indicated th at  they were able to decrease  the  level of violence of these interactions. It  is inte res ting  to note th at  of those  37, only 24 ( 64.9%) also thought they hud  been helpful by responding.Officers were asked  whether  or not  they  would have pre fer red  to have more information concerning these conflicts before  they  responded. Only 7 officers responded positively to the question. In two of these cases, they  h ad not received the correct address,  while in fou r cases they would like  to have  known th at  one of the  conflict particip ants was armed. In ano the r case, officers had  been told th at  that  they were being dispatched to a burglar y, bu t found  a tigh t between husband and wife to  be the  problem when they  arr ived . Obviously, in most cases, officers did not view the info rmation  they received  as ei ther  inad equate or inaccurate .

When asked to indicate  whethe r conflict man agem ent tra ini ng  or some other  form of specia lized inst ruct ion would be beneficia l in conflict cases, only 13 (16.7%) responded positively. The  ma jor ity  indi cated th at  they did not need such tra ini ng  or that  it  would not be beneficial (54 o r 69.2% ), while 11 (14.1%) gave no answe r. Within the group who indica ted  th at  specialized training might be beneficial, al l bu t one indicated  conflict man agemen t tra ini ng  or  instruction in psychological or social work counseling as the tyjie of tra ini ng  they  thou ght was needed. In the  oth er cases, the  officer sa id he did not know wh at type of training would help, because every situa tio n seems so different. Several of these  officers a lso pointed out that  they could be more  helpful if they could make refer ral s to app rop ria te agencies.
There were 15 (19.2%) officers who felt th at  citizens would benefit if officers were tra ine d in conflict management .8 W ithin the group of  13 who indi cated tha t such tra ining would ass ist police, 10 thought it would also be of benefit  to conflict p articipants.
Conflict par tic ijia nts  were asked  by respo nding officers wheth er they thought th at  some form of non-police ref err al would be benef icial to them. There were 14 (17.9%) who said  they would like some form of ass ista nce  in resolving the ir conflicts.8 Th irteen of them indicated the  tyjie  of ass ista nce  they wanted . Marriage counseling was  given as the  type of ass ista nce  needed in 4 (30.7% of the 13) cases, family counseling in 4 (30.7%) , and psy chiatri c counseling in 2 (15.4%). In two cases (15.4% ), conflict  pa rti cip an ts said  they  wanted legal counseling in ord er to obta in a divorce, whi le the re was  one (7.7%)  ease in which persons indicated  th at  employment counseling might help.A comparison was  made of officers’ or  conflict  parti cip an ts’ eva luat ion of beneficial altern ati ves with segments of th e conflict histories. Of those 24 cases in which police had  been asked to a ss ist  in past conflicts, the re were 3 (12.5%) in which par tic ipa nts  indicated that  a non-police  ref err al would help. In addit ion, officers sta ted  in 10 (41.7%) of these situa tio ns  th at  they had been helpfu l in the cur ren t conflict, while in all 24. officers f elt  they had decreased the  level of violence during the  curre nt dispu te. Within  the  group  that  reporte d previous conflicts for which they had not requ ested police assistance, 8 (17% of the 47) sta ted  th at  some form of ref err al would benefit them. In 21 (44.7% ) of these incidents, officers sta ted  they  thought they had been helpful , whi le in 25 ( 53 * *>%) officers felt they had decreased th e level of  violence.

Turning to th e 63 cases in which conf lict p art ici pants  pre dicted th at  thev would engage in future conflicts. 14 (22.2%) though t th at  some type  of ref err al might help. Police thought they had been helpfu l in 32 ( 50.8%) of the  current conflicts
(1 5.4% )1gav e1no 6rMpoMed W  ” O t t W “ k  t h a t  S U C h  t r a i n , n g  w o u l d  benefit  cit izens,  whi le 12

• A nothe r 50 (6 4. 1% ) did  not wa nt  re fe rral s,  wh ile  14 (1 7.9% ) did  no t ans wer.
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of  t h is  gro up.  They als o fe lt  th ey  ha d dec rea sed  the leve l o f violence in  34 ( 54% ) 
of th es e cases.

Fr om  thes e respon ses , there does no t ap pe ar  to  be  overwhelm ing  enthusia sm  on 
th e pa rt  of  pol ice or  cit ize ns  con cernin g th e j)o ten tia l bene fit of nonpolice  re 
fe rr a ls  or  conflic t manageme nt tra in ing.  Howev er, one mu st reco gniz e th a t in 
th is  so rt  of sur vey, it  is possible th a t ne ithe r pol ice no r cit ize ns  we re wi llin g to 
ad m it  th a t the y nee ded  fu rt her  assistan ce  with in  the contex t of conf lict in te r
ac tio ns . Morton Bard has ind ica ted  t ha t police ar e fre quen tly  s kept ica l abo ut new 
fo rm s of  t ra in in g.  It  is  l ike ly th a t such ske pticism influ enced police officers’ nega
tive  response s ab ou t t ra in in g to some  deg ree.
Police rol es in int erpersonal con flic ts

Ma ny qu es tio ns  have  been ra ise d in the pa st  few ye ar s con cernin g th e roles 
police  s ho uld pla y, or ar e capable  of  p lay ing , in in terpersona l c onfl icts.  More  basic 
th an  th e ques tio n of wh eth er or no t police sho uld  resixmd to  ci tiz en s’ req uests  fo r 
as si st an ce  w ith  conflic t in te ract ions  is the iss ue  of whe ther  police depa rtm en ts,  
th ro ug ho ut  the Un ite d Sta tes , ca rry ou t th ei r res pons ibi lit ies  pr im ar ily  from  
th e pe rspe cti ve  of  law  enfor cem ent  or  c rim e preven tion. Th e ex ten siv e li te ra tu re  
th a t de sc rib es  pol ice  roles, polic ies, and fun ctions—as wel l as  the w ri te rs ’ obser
va tio ns  of  pol ice  de pa rtm en t opera tio ns—in dica tes  th a t pol ice  in th is  society  a re  
pr im ar ily en fo rcer s of laws. They are , to  the ex ten t th a t enfor ceme nt of law s 
gu ides  th e ir  ac tiv iti es , reac to rs  to si tuat ions , ra th er  than  man ag ers of events.  If  
th e pr ed om inan t at ti tu de we re to  become th a t of crime  pre vention , the n police 
dep ar tm en ts  would  have  both  a plan ning  role in the contr ol of  c rim e and a ma n
ag ing ro le  in th eir  r esponses to si tu at io ns  such  a s in te rper so na l confl icts.  T he re is 
no do ub t th a t conflict  ma nageme nt is dis tin ctl y a prevention role for  police, 
ra th e r th an  an  enfor ceme nt role. Such  a sh if t in per spe ctiv e would enable police  
dep ar tm en ts  to func tio n more r ea di ly  as service agencies.

Thi s stud y,  as  well as  oth ers , pr esen ts signifi can t evid ence th a t conf lict ma n
ag em en t is bo th a neces sar y an d bene ficia l role  fo r police officers. It  is a service 
th a t is  f re qu en tly nee ded  by citi zens, as  well as being of gr ea t as si stan ce  to  them  
in  confl ict -cr isi s sit ua tio ns .

Because  of  the emergency nat ure  of ma ny in terper sona l conf licts , police will 
co nti nue to rec eiv e requ es ts fo r as si stan ce  in te rm in at in g dis pu tes . It  is like ly 
th a t the se  requ es ts wil l ma ke increa sin g dem ands upon pol ice resources . If  they 
a re  to  pro vid e th e bes t possible ser vices in the se  si tuat ions , police mu st un de r
st an d th e na tu re  of vario us  type s of in te rper so na l conf licts , as  wel l as  effec tive 
metho ds  fo r in ter vent ion  in such in te ract ions . It  seems obvious  th a t posit ive  con
flic t in te rven tio n will  enh ance police re la tio nships  wi th th e com munity , since 
a comm un ity  service wou ld be pro vided,  Wass erm an, Gard ener,  an d Co he n10 
de sc rib e th e pos itive  influ ence of effecti ve conf lict managem en t on police-com
m un ity  re la tio ns , as  w ell as  the  dele ter ious  effect upon bo th cit ize ns  a nd  po lice of 
poorl y ha nd led conf licts .

As pa rt  of th is  study, one police officer an d a rese arch  as si st an t (social  
*  sc ie nti st ),  trav eled  to th ree othe r de pa rtm en ts to inq uire abou t conflic t manag e

men t tr ai n in g an d to  observe segments  of th is  train ing,  in one  ins tan ce. The  
po lice de pa rtm en ts  vis ited we re Da llas, Kansas City , and Bos ton.  They also ob
se rv ed  th e com mu nic ations opera tio ns  o f th ese  depart me nts. None of these  dep ar t
men ts  screen  call s, as is done  in De tro it.  There for e, response s ar e made to  all
re qu es ts  fo r a ss is tanc e in  con flic t s itu at ions .

Th e Dal la s Police Depart men t had the mos t com prehen sive tr ai ni ng  fo r th ei r 
pe rso nnel.  Th e en ti re  po lice force  h as  comp leted 88 hou rs of conflict  ma nag em ent  
tr ai ni ng . New re cr ui ts  ar e given th is  tra in in g in the aca dem y, while officers 
al re ad y in  the for ce were given in-service tra in ing.  Bo th com mand officers and 
pa tr ol  pe rso nnel were en thus iast ic  abou t th is  traini ng  an d it s benefits.

Briefly, th is  prog ram’s obj ective is to  help officers develop  in terper sona l sk ills 
th a t wi ll en ab le the m to in te rven e in conflict  in te ract ions  in a positi ve manne r. 
A va ri et y of tea ch ing methods ar e used in th is  pro gra m,  inc lud ing  lec tures,  
simul at io n and role playing, discussion, in-service exp erienc es,  an d tes ting. The  
tr ai n in g is con duc ted  in modules  th a t build  upon  each othe r, with  officers pro 
ceedi ng fro m one  mod ule to the ne xt  only  aft er the y ob tai n a 90 perc en t score  on 
th e ev alua tio n te st  fo r the module the y ar e working  in. Officers are  also given 
read in gs  to  supple me nt othe r m at er ia ls  in  each module .

10 Robert Wasserman,  Michael Pau l Gardener. Alma S. Cohen, Improving  Police/Com- 
mu nitg Relations, U.S. Department of Just ice,  Law Enforcement  Assis tance  Administra
tion,  National In st itu te  of Law Enforcement and Criminal Just ice,  Washington,  D.C., 1973, 
pp. 49—50.
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In term s of content, the Dallas program  (which was  developed thro ugh  support of the  Police Fo undation  1, has  seven m ajo r catego ries :1. The value of cris is inte rventio n tra in ing for officers’ personal safety.2. Enhanced awa reness of the  content  of int era ctions and  the  na tu re  of relationships t ha t one  is observing.3. Empathy for all  particip ants in conflict intera ctions is stressed , primarily  in simulations.

4. Influence of physical fitness and  physica l app ear anc e on inte rpersona l relations.
5. Enhancemen t of listening  ab ili tie s; parti cu lar ly  the  ab ilit y to listen effectively for a var iety  of purposes under diffe rent conditions.0. Simu lations of cris is inte rventio n are done, followed by ac tual experience.7. Available community resources are  explain ed in depth.Personnel from the  Dall as Police De partm ent  expressed the  opin ion tha t this tra ining was very beneficial. They viewed it as  help ful in all  th ei r interact ions  with i>eople, not Jus t in conflict situat ion s. They fel t th at  such tra in ing helped them to und ers tand people’s behavior in many dif ferent  types of situ atio ns.  It also enabled them to inte rvene safe ly and effectively in violent or potential ly violent  situ atio ns.
The Kansas City Police Departm ent,  also  sup por ted  by the  Police Foundation, conducted  a stud y sim ilar  to the  one ca rri ed  out by the  wr ite rs in Detroit  on homicides and  assault s. Although they  do not  curre ntl y give  thei r officers comprehensive  conflict management tra ining, they hav e recommended it to the departm ent . T hei r recommenda tion sugg ests  tha t a ll officers rece ive such train ing, with in-service  tra ini ng  to be given to those alr eady  on the  job, and  academy tra ining fo r new recruit s. They also  in dic ate  t ha t recruit s should have  fur the r in- service tra ini ng  af te r th ey have h ad some on-the-job experience .In Boston, rec rui ts receive tra in ing throughou t thei r first  yea r with the Police Departm ent.  As pa rt of thi s program, they  receive trai nin g in conflict resolu tion and cris is inte rven tion . Th is tra in ing is car ried out over a period of 30 weeks, and  includes specialized  tra in ing in cris is inte rventio n with families. During 15 weeks of their  tra in ing program, they  are also  given comprehensive info rmation  abo ut community services as r esou rces  for  ref errals .The LEAA report  refe rred to ea rli er  succ inct ly sta tes  the  pr imary  funct ions  of conflict managem ent trai ning. “Police  conflict roles tend to be emergency ones, freq uently requ iring emergency responses. The first  and  pr im ary  aim is to reduce  the  danger  of violence; the  second is to provide preven tive ass istance ; and a thir d involves case ref err al. ” “From the  expe riences of dep artments  which have  pro gra ms  in conflict management trai ning, it  seems th at  effective systems for  re fe rral  to nonpolice agencies is an essent ial component of crisis  inte rventio n. As the wr ite rs have found in the ir stud ies the  majori ty of reques ts for police ass ista nce in conflict situations are  not crim inal  cases. Nei the r police nor  citiz ens ask ing for  help view them as such. From all perspectives , these situa tio ns  are more properly viewed as personal and community men tal hea lth  problems. Especial ly for  those cases in which parti cip an ts have hist orie s of conflict  int era ctions and expect to engage in continuing conflict, i t seems more app ropr iat e to view these situa tio ns  as mental hea lth  problems and respond  to them as such.This does not mean, however, th at  police should not play  a role in the processes of intervent ion  and prev ention of int erp ersonal conflicts. They mus t do so, and they mus t be prop erly  tra ined  to handle  these situa tio ns  effectively. Both police and oth er community service agencies should carefu lly  eva lua te the extent of interpersona l conflicts wi thin thei r community, the  na tu re  of these conflicts, and  the  effectiveness of thei r methods and programs for  responding to c itizens’ needs f or  conflict inte rventio n.

Reco mmendat ions for  Detro it
Responses of the  Det roit  Police Depar tment  to interp ersona l conflict at  all point s on the cont inuum of violence—from verbal arg ument s to homicides— have been studied and  eva luated dur ing  the  past two years, thro ugh  cont inuing projects  supp orted by the  Police Fou ndation . As a res ult  of these projects, the wr ite rs have  obta ined  comprehensive da ta  conce rning  pa tte rns and charact eris tics  of inte rpersonal  conflicts  in Det roit . The cu rre nt project  indicates th at  the ma jor ity  of persons who engage in these disp utes follow pa tte rns of

11 Ibid., p. 51. Persons eva luat ing the benefits of conflict management tra ini ng  for  police should refer to an extensive discussion of th is on pages 49-59 and 73—77 of th is report.



1199

continuing conflict interactions.  It  also shows that , within single inciden ts of 
conflict, the level of violence frequently increase s dur ing the  course  of these 
interactions. Because  of these extensive , increasin gly violent, conflict histories, 
intervent ion is both necessary and potentia lly beneficial to the conflict pa rti ci
pants . Police are a major segment in any response pa tte rn  th at  will have  an 
impact upon these vio lent in terac tions.

It  is recommended, therefore, th at  the  De tro it Police Depar tme nt revise its 
policy of screen ing out requests for ass ista nce  in the majori ty of conflict situa 
tions. Recommendations were made as pa rt of the inte rim report  from the  first 
phase of thi s project. These were expanded and  presented to the  De tro it Police 
Departm ent as a join t effort of one of the wr ite rs and Thomas H. Oehmke of 
New Detroit, Inc.u  These recommendat ions should be included  w ith  those which 
follow.

Although current call screening  policy gives prio rity  to reques ts for  police 
assi stance to weapon assaults , both phases of  this  projec t in dicate  tha t, in actual  
pract ice, these  requests  are  no t as consis tently responded to as one would expect. 
In practice, it  seems that  prioriy is given to those cases defined by Det roit  
police as “family trouble.” This was the observation made from  da ta gathered 
during the  second phase of thi s project. It  was found  in the firs t pro jec ts th at  
most ass aul ts and  homicides occur between adult  male frie nds  o r acquain tances. 
It  was also observed that  with in the  pa tte rns of continuing conflicts, the 
major ity  tend to become more violent over time. Therefore, the  wr ite rs recom
mend tha t, in revis ing the call screening  policy, the  Detroi t Police Depar tment  
should  seriously consider sending cars  to all ongoing conflicts, regard less  of the 
level of violence. This  is done c urrently , but not cons istent ly. The revised policy 
should  not only specify when cars should be dispa tched , but  must also ensu re 
that  consistent prac tices  are  developed during implementation  of thi s policy. 
Assi stanc e shou ld be given for all ongoing inte rperson al conflicts, regard less of 
whether pa rticip an ts a re members of the same family.

For  conflicts th at  have  term inated and do not seem likely to be resumed , con
side ration should be given to tak ing  reports by telephone. This would enable  
the  Department to have info rmation  on hand  concerning conflict histories. It  
is infrequent th at  partic ipa nts  actual ly pursue making crim inal charges  in such 
instances , so it is not  necessary  for  these  persons to go to the  prec inct  to com
plete  reports , as they are  now advised to do. This pro ject  has clea rly shown th at  
it is valuable for  police to have  info rmation ava ilab le concern ing conflict his
tories . Therefore, the  wri ters fu rth er  recommend th at  the  De tro it Police De
partm ent  file reports concerning all conflict interactio ns reported to them, re
gardless of whether a car  is dispatched or a report  is taken at  the  precinct or by 
telephone. These da ta should then be placed into a computerized  da ta base  so 
they will be read ily available. Such an info rma tion  system has been developed 
for the Detroi t Police Department, but  has  not yet become operational. When it 
does begin opera tion,  an abbreviated  form of the  questionnair e used for  this  s ur
vey could be used to obtain the necessary da ta from inte rperson al conflicts (See 
Appendix D for suggested for ma t). It  would seem reasonable  to keep such da ta 
on-line for at  lea st a year, since these conflicts frequently recur over a period of a year o r more.

Because  of the progressive na ture  of the intensity of violence in continuing 
conflicts, the wr ite rs believe th at  the re is gre at potentia l for successful  in ter
vention. Two major  programs must be implemented if the re is to be comprehen
sive, effective conflict intervent ion.  The first is for police to  receive some form of 
conflict management training. There are  several programs for such tra in ing th at  
have been developed. These should be compared and  reviewed in term s of their  
potential  appl icability in Detroit. The wr ite rs are  of the opinion th at  the most 
comprehensive prog ram has  been developed by Morton Bard.  Along with  Joseph 
Zacker, Bard  is now eva luat ing various  approaches to conflict intervent ion  by 
police in  Norwalk , Connecticut.

The ir program has  two major advanta ges  over ot he rs : 1—it can be imple
mented in any dep artment with  the  ass istance  of social scientis ts from the com
munity, who will be more fam ilia r with  a given dep artment’s pa rti cu lar  ne ed s; 
2—it has been more thoroughly evaluated and refined as it has  been developed. 
Evaluat ion of such programs  is essential  if a dete rmination of the ir effectiveness 
is to be made. Because of the care ful eva luat ion th at  accompanied all  stages of 
its  growth, Ba rd’s program of conflict inte rven tion  tra ining is likely to be q uite  successful.

11 Appendix C contains the expanded recommendations.
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If  the Detroit  Police Department decides to und ertake such tra ining , a major question that  will have  to be answered is whether all  imlice officers should  receive this training , or ju st  a segment of the force. The  cost of such a program  is likely to influence this decision. However, the  wr ite rs recommend tha t, if it is economically feasible, all jiolice officers should  lie given conflict man agem ent training. The experiences of other police dep artme nts  ind icat e th at  the  benefit s of such programs  extend fa r beyond inte rven tion in conflict  s ituations . There  is evidence that  officers learn to und erst and  and  emphasize with people in a wide variety of the ir work exjieriences, as a res ult  of tra in ing in conflict  m anagement. Therefore, it should be pa rt of the  rec rui t tra ini ng  program,  as well as given to experienced officers on an in-service  basis. It  seems possib le th at  funding for  such training m ight be ava ilab le from a  sou rce such as LEAA.The second prog ram th at  must be developed if De troit is to hav e a comprehensive system of conflict inte rven tion is a work ing re ferra l syst em with  appropri ate  counseling.1* Withou t this component, police are likely to be engaged in continuous inte rven tion, with minim al prev ent ion of fu ture  violence. Th is system must cons ist of more than verbal ref errals . Agencies must  work coopera tively witli police. This can  be achieved  in a varie ty of ways. Social workers or psychiatri c personnel can work dire ctly  with police  in the  precincts, responding witli officers when cars are  dispa tched. They could also  make arr ang em ent s for immediate appo intm ents with persons need ing assistan ce. Thi s would be simila r to contemporary emergency medical service, thu s prov idin g emergency mental health or counseling service. Ei the r of these practices  would  be more likely to involve conflict pa rti cip an ts in some form of con tinu ing the rap y or counseling than the current system which require s people to make a ppo intm ents and obtain help late r. The most difficult and chall enging problem of any effort  to p reven t or resolve continuing conflicts will be to convince confli ct pa rti cip an ts to seek such assistance. They are freq uen tly di str us tfu l of exi stin g services and doubtful tha t any thin g can be done to stop the  con tinu ing  violence. Non-police agencies must  also consider making services avail ab le on a twenty-fou r hour basis. Conflict crise s do not confine themselves to the  8 :00 a.m .-4:00 p.m., Monday through Frid ay,  schedules of most agencies. Because  these are usually  emergency situations, services must be provided immedia tely,  ra th er  tha n a day or two aft er the conflict occurs.

Ther e is no doub t that  a comprehensive program , such as  the  one suggested above, require s ma jor  shi fts  in policies and  practices for  many agencies of the City of Detro it. However, if the  gove rning  bodies  of Detro it wish to reduce  the level of violence in th is community, ma jor  changes  such as  the se will be necessary. Shi fting i»erspectives concerning pri ori tie s are require d if Detro it wishes to develop a system for prev enting violence. Such a prog ram will be demanding in te rms  of vita l resou rces—both pe rsonnel and  finances.If conflict managem ent tra ini ng  is provided for  the  Detro it Police Depa rtment and if oth er community agenc ies provide  the  necessary complementary services, thorough eva luation  must  be made of these program s as they develop. Ideally , ongoing eva lua tion  w’ould enable the  police and  oth er agencies to revise their  programs and improve the ir effec tiveness o ver time.Final ly, since nei the r conflict pa rti cip an ts nor  police officers usually view these disp utes as crim inal  in natur e, al ter na tiv e civil procedures should be considered. Fam ily cou rts  have been developed in several jur isdi ctio ns.  A similar  altern ative  should  be eva luated for  Det roit , to handle those cases  where legal action is app ropriat e.
Most urban police deportm ents  are increasing ly requ ired  to prov ide assi stance as conflict arises. Tre nds  across  the United Sta tes  ind ica te that  thi s |Mittem is likely  to cont inue  unless some form of effective intervent ion  is found. This projec t, ns well as oth er studie s, provides evidence th at  all police departm ents can benefit from conflict managem ent trai nin g. In a city like  Detroit, where these problem s are extensive, such a program is urgentl y needed. It  is logical for Detroit to tak e lead ersh ip in efforts to develop a comprehensive program for conflict inte rven tion.

”  Persons questioned in thi s survey did not always specify the tvpe  of cont inuing ass istance they though t they needed. However, from the  types of conflicts observed, it is clear th at  at  leas t marriage and family counseling, psychiatr ic or psychological counseling,  and employment counseling should be included in the non-police services avai lable if new systems of conflict inte rve ntion  are developed.



APPEND IX A

F ield  Survey  of Social Con fl ict Calls

(6-8).  D ate __________________  Address________________________________
Di str ict _____ (0-1 0). Pre cinct______ (11-12) . Tim e--------- (14-16). Code----------

Person No. 1
(19-20).  Age_________ (21). Sex : Male (1 )--------------Fem ale (2 )---------------
(22) . Rac e: Black (1 )_________ White (2 )__________ Othe r (3 )---------------
(24) . Occupat ion (spec ify) -------------------------Unemployed---------------------------
(25) . Did this person use or threaten  to use a weapon at any time during this

conflict? Handgun (1 )_____ Other gun (2 )--------- Knife  (3 )--------- Other
(4) speci fy_________ No (5 )_________

(26) . Was alcohol being used (1 )_____ , was it influencing  behavior  (2 )-------- ,
or was this person intoxica ted (3 )-------- ? No alcohol involved (4 )--------

Person No. 2
(28-29). Age_________ (30) . Sex : Male (1 )_________ Female (2 )---------------
(31).  Race:  Black (1 )_________  White (2 )_________ Other (3 )----------------
(33) . Occupa tion (specify) ________________ Unemployed---------------------------
(34) . Did th is person use or thr eat en to use a weapon at any time  dur ing  thi s

conflict? Handgun (1 )________ Othe r gun (2 )________ Knife  (3 )-------------
O th er  (4 ) sp e c if y ________________________ No ( 5 ) ________________________

(35) . Was alcohol being used (1 )_____ , was it influencing behavior  (2 )-------- ,
or was this  person  intoxica ted (3 )_____ ? No alcohol involved (4 )---------

(37).  Were any other persons involved in this incident? Yes (1 )-------- No
( 2 ) _____ If  yes, how many were the re?  (3 8 ) .__________Wh at was their
rela tionship  to the firs t two persons (3 9 ) .__________________ ? In  what
way were they involved in th is incident? (40) .

CONFLICT CHARACTERISTICS

(42) . Was thi s conflict pr im arily : Verba l (1 )_____ Phys ical assault  (2 )---------
Phys ical assau lt threatene d (3 )_____ Weapon used (4 )---------- Weapon
use threat ene d (5 )_____

(43) . Who sta rte d the  conflict? Person 1 (1 )_____ Person 2 (2 )----------Both
* (3 )_____ Other (4 )______

(44) . If  weapon use was threaten ed, who made thi s th reat? Person 1 (1 )--------
Person 2 (2 )_____ Both (3 )______ Other (4 )______

(45) . If  weapon was used, who used it?  Person 1 (1 )_____ Person 2 (2 )---------
Both (3 )_____ Other (4 )______

RELATIONSHIP OF CONFLICT PARTIVIPANTS

(47) . Husband-wife (1 )_____ Pare nt-child  (2 )______ Other relative (3 )______
Friend or acqu aintance (4 )_____ Neighbor (5 )______ Strang er (6 )______
Othe r (sp ecify )__________________

CONFLICT HISTORY

(49) . Previous runs here?  Yes (1 )_____ No (2 )______
(50) . Previous conflicts, police not called? Yes (1 )_____ No (2 )______
(51) . If  yes to either of the  above, were these con flic ts: Verbal (1 )_____ Phy si

cal ass aul t (2 )_____  Handgun (3 )_____  Other gun (4 )_____  Knife
( 5 ) --------Other (6) sp ec ify ___________________
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1 2 0 2

C O N F LI C T SI T U A T I O N

Pl e a s e d es cri b e all t h at h a p p e n e d d uri n g t hi s c o nfli ct ( gi v e as m u c h d et ail as 
y o u c a n — us e r e v er s e o f t hi s s h e et if n e c ess ar y ).

W er e p ar ti ci p a n ts a bl e t o e x pl ai n s o ur c e of t h e ir c o nfli ct ? ( D es cri b e bri efl y i n t h ei r w or ds)
W h at a cti o n di d y o u t a k e ? ( Pl e as e d es cri b e bri efl y, i n cl u di n g all a cti o ns 

t a k e n — e. g., i f y o u h a d dis c ussi o n wit h p arti ci p a nts, t h e n r ef err e d t h e m t o ot h er p oli c e di visi o n or ot h er a g e n c y)
W o ul d a d diti o n al i nf o r m ati o n fr o m dis p at c h er h a v e h el p e d y o u a p p r o a c h t hi s r u n m or e s af el y or m or e c o nfi d e ntl y ? ( e x p l ai n i nf o r m a ti o n n e e d e d)

( 5 3) . D o p arti ci p a nts t hi n k t h e y will b e i n v ol v e d i n f u t u r e c o nfli cts ?
Y es ( 1 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ N o ( 2 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

( 5 4) . If y es, t o w h at e xtr e m e d o t h e y t hi n k t h es e a r g u m e nts will g o ?
V er b al ( 1 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ P h ysi c al ass a ult ( 2 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ W e a p o n ( 3 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

( 5 5) . W o ul d p ar ti ci p a nts b e i nt er est e d i n r e f e rr a l t o n o n- p oli c e a g e n c y (f or
f a mil y c o u ns eli n g, t h er a p y, e m pl o y m e nt c o u ns eli n g, et c.) ?

Y es ( 1 ).......... ....... N o ( 2 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
If y es, w h a t ki n d of h el p d o t h e y t hi n k t h e y n e e d ?

( 5 7) . D o y o u f e el t h at y o u w er e a bl e t o h el p t h es e p ers o ns b y r es p o n di n g ?
Y es ( 1 )------------- N o ( 2 )--------------- If  y es, i n w h at w a y w er e y o uh el pf ul ?

( 5 8) . D o y o u t hi n k t h ei r ar g u m e nt w o ul d h a v e b e c o m e m or e vi ol e n t if y o u h a dn ot i nt er v e n e d ?
Y es ( 1 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ N o ( 2) _ _........... .

( 6 0) . F or t his c as e, d o y o u t hi n k it w o ul d h a v e b e e n h el p f ul t o y o u a n d m a d e t h e
sit u ati o n s af er f or y o u if y o u h a d tr a i ni n g i n c o nfli ct m a n a g e m e n t ?

Y es ( 1 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ N o ( 2 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
( 6 1) . W o ul d s u c h tr a i ni n g h a v e e n a b l e d y o u t o b e o f g r e a t er h el p t o p arti c i p a n tsi n t his c o nfli ct ?

Y es ( 1 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ N o ( 2 ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
W h at s or t of i nf o r m a ti o n or s kills c o ul d tr a i ni n g gi v e y o u t h at w o ul d h a v e b e e n h el pf ul i n t his sit u ati o n ?

A P P E N D I X B
T A B L E 1. — S E X O F C O N F LI C T P A R T I CI P A N T S

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

N u m b er P er c e nt N u m b er P er c e nt

S e x :
M a l e .. .................................... 4 6 5 9 3 9 5 0F e m al e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   . ............................... 3 2 4 1 3 9 5 0

T o t a l................................................. .................................... 7 8 1 0 0 7 8 1 0 0

T A B L E I I. — C O M P A R I S O N  O F S E X  O F C O N F LI C T P A R T I C I P A N T S

•
M al e F e m al e

N u m b er P er c e n t N u m b er P er c e n t

P er s o n 1:
M a l e ..   .............. ....................................  1 2 1 5. 4 2 7 3 4.  6F e m a l e ................... ................................. .. 3 4 4 3 . 6 5 6 . 4

X ’ - 2 3 . 3 6 1 8 9 , p < 0 . 0 0 1 ; C = 0. 4 8 0 1 3 .
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TAB LE I I I — SEX BY RACE OF CO NF LICT  PA RTICIPAN TS

Person 1 Person 2

Male  Female Male Female

Num ber Percent Num ber  Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Bl ack........................ .................. 25 54. 3 22 68. 8 31 79. 5 23 59. 0
W hite______ ______ _________ 20 43.5  9 28 .1 7 17 .9 14 35. 9
Oth er.......................... 1 2 .2  1 3 .1 1 2 .6 2 5 .1

Tota l.............. . . .  46 10 0.0 32 10 0.0 39 100.0 39 10 0.0

TABLE IV .— RACE OF CO NFLIC T PA RTICIPAN TS

Person 1 Person 2

Number Percent Numb er Percent

Black ...........................................................................................  47 60.3  5 4 69. 2
W h ite '...............................................................................................  29 37.2  21 26.9
Other................................................................................................... 2 2 .6  3 3 .8

Tota l....................................................................................... 78 100.1  78 99 .9

TAB LE V.— COMPARISO N OF RACE OF CONFLIC T PARTICIPA NTS

Black White Other

Number Percent Number Percent Numb er Percent

Person 1:
Black .......................................... __________________  46 59 .0 8 10 .3 0 0
White_____ _______________ __________________  1 1.3 20 25. 6 0 0
Other____________________ _........... ..........................  0 0 1 1.3 2 2 .6

X»= 94 .425 49 , p < .0 01; C=0 .740 02 .

TABLE VI.— AGE OF CO NFLIC T PA RT ICIPAN TS

Age

Person 1 Person 2

Number Percent Num ber Percent

15 or un de r.............. ................................... ................................... 3 3 .9 3 3 .8
16 to 20 _________ __________________ _________________  9 11 .6 5 6 .4
21 to 25 ........................................................ .................................... 19 24 .2 20 25. 6
26 to 3 0 . . . ____ ____________________ _______________ 13 16 .6 14 17 .9
31 to 4 0 . . . ______ _______ _____ _____ ......... .......................... 18 23 .1 16 20.5
41 to 50 ______________________ _____ .................................... 8 10 .3 8 10 .3
51 and o v e r . . ._____________________ ......... .......................... 8 10 .3 9 11 .7
Un know n...................................................... .................................... 0 0 3 3 .8

To ta l......................................................................................  78 100.0 78 10 0.0

TAB LE V II .— OCCUP ATION OF CO NF LICT  PARTICIPA NTS

Occupation

Person 1 Person 2

Number Percent Number Percen t

Unskilled.............. .......................... .......... ....................................... 14 17 .9 6 7 .7
Sk illed ....... ................................... ................. .. ............................... 3 3 .8 0 0
Professional...................... ............................... ...............................  2 2 .6 2 2 .6
Unemploye d........................ .............................
Housewife..........................................................

............................... 35

. . .................. .. 3
44. 9

3 .8
36
10

46. 2
12 .8

R e ti re d .. ................. ....................................... ...............................  2 2 .6 2 2 .6
Stud ent......................................... ................... ...............................  5 6 .4 3 3 .8
Unkno wn.......................................................... ...............................  14 17 .9 19 24. 4

To tal...................................................... ......... ..................... 78 99 .9 78 100.1



1 2 0 4

T A B L E  V II I. — C O M P A RI S O N  O F O C C U P A TI O N  O F C O N F L I C T  P A R T I C I P A N T S

E m pl o y e d  U n e m pl o y e d   H o u s e w if e  R etir e d   St u d e n t  U n k n o w n

N u m -  P er -  N u m-   P er -  N u m -  P e r-  N u m-   P e r-  N u m -  P er-  N u m -  P er -
b er  c e n t  b er  c e n t  b er  c e n t  b er  c e n t  b e r  c e nt  b er  c e nt

P er s o n 1:
E m pl o y e d 3 3 . 8 3 3 . 8
U n e m pl o y e d................... ........ 9 1 1 . 5 1 9 2 4. 4
H o u s e w if e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 5 6 . 4 2 2 . 6
R eti r e d _ _ _  ......... _ _ _ _ _ _ 0 2 2 . 6
St u d e nt 0 1 1 . 3
U n k n o w n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 2 . 6 8 1 0 . 3

S -  i f 1
0

1 . 3
2 " 2 . Y

1
4

1 . 3
5 . 1

0 _ _ _ _ _ 1 1 . 3 1  1. 3 1 1 . 3
0  . . .   . 0 0 --------- 0  .
0 ......... - 0 2  2 . 6 0  .
1  1 . 3 0 0 ............ 1 1 . 3

X ’ - 4 5. O 5 7 8 2, p < . 0 1 ; C - 0 . 6 0 5 1 0 .

S t u d e n t...
U n k n o w n.

T A B L E I X .- S E X  A N D O C C U P A TI O N  O F C O N F LI C T  P A R T I C I P A N T S

E m pl o y e d ............
U n e m p l o y e d .. ..  
H o u s e w if e ...........

P er s o n 1 * P er s o n 2 *

M al e F e m al e M al e F e m al e

N u m b er   P e r c e n t*  N u m b er P er c e nt N u m b er   P er c e n t ’   N u m b er P er c e nt

......................   1 4 3 0 . 4 5 1 5. 6 6 1 5. 4 2 5 . 1
......................   2 0 4 3 . 5 1 5 4 6. 9 1 3 3 3. 3 2 3 5 9. 0

0 0 3 9 . 4 0 0 1 0 2 5 . 6
2 4 . 3 0 0 2 5. 1 0 0

......................  1 2 . 2 4 1 2 . 5 2 5. 1 1 2 . 6
9 1 9. 6 5 1 5. 6 1 6 4 1 . 0 3 7 . 7

' X ’ - 1 0 . 7 5 3 9 2 , p < . 0 5 ; C - 0 . 3 4 8 0 9 .
» X ’ - 2 6 . 0 0 5 8 1, p < . 0 0 1 , C - 0 . 5 0 0 0 4 .
1  P er c e nt a g e s ar e p er c e nt of c ol u m n t ot al s.

T A B L E X. — R A C E A N D  O C C U P A TI O N  O F C O N F LI C T  P A R T I C I P A N T S  >

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

Bl a c k  W h it e   Ot h er  Bl a c k  W hi t e   Ot h er

N u m -  P e r-  N u m -  P e r-  N u m -  P e r-  N u m-  P e r-  N u m -  P er -  N u m-   P er-
b e r  c e nt  b er  c e nt  b er  c e nt  b er  c e n t  b e r  c e n t  b er  c e n t

E m pl o y e d ................................................  1 0
U n e m pl o y e d......................................  2 0
H o u s e w if e ..........................................   2
R e tir e d ................................................   2
S t u d e n t. ............................................  3
U n k n o w n ....... ......................................    1 0

2 1 . 3   9 3 1 . 0   0  0
4 2 . 6   1 4 4 8 . 3   1  5 0

4 . 3   1  3 . 4   0  0
4 . 3   0  0 0  0
6 . 4   2  6 . 9   0  0

2 1 . 3   3 1 0. 3   1  5 0

6  1 1 . 1   2  9 . 5   0  0
2 5  4 6 . 3   9  4 2. 9  2  6 6. 7

4  7 . 4   6  2 8. 6  0  0
1  1 . 9   1  4 . 8   0  0
2  3 . 7   1  4 . 8   0  0

1 6  2 9 . 6   2  9 . 5   1  3 3. 3

1 P er c e nt a g e s ar e  p er c e nt of c ol u m n t ot al s.

T A B L E X I. — D A Y O F T H E W E E K O F C O N F LI C T  SI T U A T I O N S

D a y
N u m b e r  P er c e n t

M o n d a y. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
T u e s d a y .. ...........................................................................
W e d n e s d a y...........................................................................
T h u r s d a y .. ........................................................................
Fr i d a y .....................................................................................
S a t ur d a y.............. • . .............................................................
S u n d a y...................................................................................

T o t a l..........................................................................

1 0 1 2. g  
1 2 0

1 0
7
8 1 0. 3

1 9 2 4 . 3
1 3 1 6. 7
1 1 1 4 . 1

7 8 1 0 0. 0



TABLE X II .— TYPE OF CO NF LICT

Type Numb er Percent

Ve rbal ........................................
Physical as sa ult.....................
Physical assault threaten ed.
Weapon assau lt .. ..................
Weapon assault threaten ed.
Unknown.... .............................

To ta l.............................

13 16 .6
25 32 .1

7 9 .0
19 24. 4
13 16 .6

1 1 .3

78 100.0

TAB LE X II I .— RE LATIO NS HIP OF CO NF LICT  PA RT ICIPAN TS

Relat ionship Numb er Percent

Husband-w ife ......................
Paren t-child .........................
Other  relat ive ......................
Friends or acquaintances.
Neighbors.............................
Oth er......................................

Total

40 51.3
11 14 .1
6 7 .7

15 19. 2
5 6. 4
1 1. 3

78 10 0.0

TABLE X IV .— RE LA TION SH IP TO CO NFLICT PA RT ICIPAN TS  OF OTHERS INVOLVED  IN CO NF LICT

Relationship

Pa rent.................................
Sibl ing...............................
Chi ld (son or daughte r)
Other relat ive...................
Friend or acquain tance.
Neighbors..........................
No other invo lved...........
Unknow n...........................

Percent
Nu mb er Percent of 30 cases 1 2

3 3 .8 1 0 .0
5 6 .4 16.7
9 11. 5 30.0
8 10 .3 26.7
3 3 .8 10 .0
2 2 .6 6 .7

45 57.7  .
3 3 .8  _

78 99 .9  ..............................To ta l.....................................................................................................................

1 Percent of the  30 cases in  which others were invo lved.

TABLE XV.-A LCO HO L USE BY CO NFLIC T PA RT ICIPAN TS

Alcohol use

Person 1 Person 2

Number Percent Nu mber Percent

Alcohol used_________________ __________ ........................... 12 15 .4 6 7.  7

Alcohol in fluencing behavio r_____________ ........................... 7 9 .0 10 12.8

Person intox ica ted ............................................. .................... 16 20. 5 9 11. 5

No alcohol used.................................................. ........... ............... 43 55 .1 53 68.0

To ta l.......................................................... ........................... 78 10 0.0 78 100 .0

TABLE X VI.— CO MPARISO N OF ALCOHOL USE BY CO NFLIC T PA RT ICIPAN TS

Alcohol used
Alcohol influencing

behavior Person intox icated No alcohol used

Numb er Percent Num ber Percent Num ber Percent Number Percent

Person 1:
Alcohol used............................
Alcohol influencing behavior
Person in toxica ted- ...............
No alcohol used......................

1 0 .3
3 3 .8
2 2 .6
6 7 .7

0 0
3 3 .8
1 1 .3
3 3 .8

2 2 .6
1 1 .3
4 5 .1
9 11 .6

1 1 .3
3 3 .8
3 3 .8

36 46. 2
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T A B L E X V II. — A L C O H O L U S E B Y S E X O F C O N F L I C T P A R TI CI P A N T S

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

M al e F e m al e M al e F e m al e

N u m b er  P er c e nt N u m b er  P er c e nt N u m b er  P er c e n t N u m b er  P er c e nt

Al c o h ol u s e d.......... .................... 7 1 5 2 5 1 5 6 5 1 2 . 8 1 2 6Al c o h ol i nfl u e n ci n g b e h a vi or.. 6 1 3 . 0 1 3. 1 6 1 5 . 4 4 1 0 . 3P er s o n i nt o x i c at e d.................... 9 1 9. 6 7 2 1 . 9 6 1 5 . 4 3 7. 7N o al c o h ol u s e d....................... 2 4 5 2 . 2 1 9 5 9 . 4 2 2 5 1 . 3 3 1 7 9 . 5

T A B L E X V II I. — A L C O H O L U S E B Y R A C E O F C O N F LI C T P A R T I CI P A N T S

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

Bl a c k W hit e Ot h er Bl a c k W hit e Ot h er
N u m

b er
P er
c e nt

N u m 
b er

P er
c e nt

N u m 
b er

P er
c e nt

N u m
b er

P er 
c e nt

N u m 
b er

P er
c e nt

N u m
b er

P er
c e nt

Al c o h ol u s e d .................................. 8 1 7 . 0 4 1 3 8 0 0 6 1 1. 1 0 0 0 0Al c o h ol i nfl u e n ci n g b e h a vi o r _ _ _ 2 4 . 3 5 1 7 . 2 0 0 8 1 4 . 8 2 9 . 5 0 0P er s o n i nt o xi c at e d _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 0 2 1 . 3 6 2 0 . 7 0 0 7 1 3 0 2 9 . 5 0 0N o al c o h ol u s e d......... . _ ................ 2 7 5 7 . 4 1 4 4 8 . 3 2 1 0 0 3 2 5 9 . 3 1 7 8 1 . 0 3 1 0 0

T A B L E X I X . — W E A P O N U S E D B Y C O N F LI C T P A R TI C I P A N T S

W e a p o n

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

N u m b er P er c e nt N u m b er P er c e nt

H a n d g u n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   _ _ _ .............................. 6 7 . 7 3 3. 8Ot h er g u n .. . _ _ _ _ . . . . . . . . . . .   . ..............................  1 1 1 4. 1 6 7. 7
K nif e _ _ _ _

1 0 1 2 . 8 1 1 1 4. 1Ot h er w e a p o n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
8 1 0. 3 8 1 0. 3

N o n e _ _ _ _ _ _ _
4 1 5 2 . 6 4 7 6 0 . 3U n k n o w n................ ..................................   . ..............................  2 2 . 5 3 3 . 8

T o t al ............................ ...................... .............................. 7 8 1 0 0. 1 7 8 1 0 0. 0

T A B L E X X . — C O M P A RI S O N O F W E A P O N S O F C O N F LI C T P A R TI C I P A N T S

H a n d g u n  Ot h er g u n K nif e  Ot h er w e a p o n N o n e U n k n o w n
N u m -  P er-  
b er  c e nt

N u m -  P er -  N u m -  P er-  N u m-  P er-  
b er  b er  c e nt  c e nt  b er  c e nt

N u m-  P er-  N u m-  P er-  
b er  c e nt  b er  c e nt

P er s o n 1:
H a n d g u n..................................
Ot h er g u n................................
K n il e......... ...............................
Ot h er w e a p o n ,. .. ................
N o n e .. ....................................
U n k n o w n.................................

2  2 . 6   0 ............
0 ............  0 ............
0 ............  1  1. 3
0 ...........   0 ............
4  5. 1  4  5. 1
0 ............  0 ............

0 ............  0 ............
4
1

5. 1
1. 3

0
1 1. 3

2 2. 6 1 1. 3
7 9. 0 6 7. 7
2 2 . 6 0 .

2 6  3 3. 3  0 ...........
0 ...........  1  1 . 3

1  1. 3   0

X ’ “ 4 8. 0 9 4 1 5, p c . 0 1 ; C = 0. 6 1 7 5 9.
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T A B L E X XI .- W E A P O N  U S E B Y S E X O F C O N F LI C T P A R TI CI P A N T

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

M al e F e m al e M al e F e m al e

N u m b er  P er c e nt N u m b er  P er c e nt N u m b er  P er c e nt N u m b e r  P er c e nt

H a n d g u n.............................. 6 1 3. 0 0 0 3 7. 7 0 0
Ot h er g u n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 7 1 5. 2 4 1 2 . 5 5 1 2 . 8 1 2 . 6
K n if e ................................... 6 1 3. 0 4 1 2 . 5 4 1 0. 3 7 1 7 . 9
Ot h er w e a p o n _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 4 8. 7 4 1 2 . 5 4 1 0. 3 4 1 0 . 3
N o n e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 3 5 0. 0 1 8 5 6 . 3 2 1 5 3 . 8 2 6 6 6 . 7
U n k n o w n....... ..................... 0 0 2 6. 3 2 5. 1 1 2 . 6

T A B L E X X II . — W E A P O N U S E B Y R A C E O F C O N F LI C T P A R TI CI P A N T S

P er s o n 1 P er s o n 2

Bl a c k W hit e Ot h er Bl a c k W hit e Ot h er

N u m -  P er- N u m-  P er- N u m-  P er- N u m - P er- N u m-  P er- N u m- P e r-
b er  c e nt b er  c e nt b er  c e nt b er c e nt b er  c e nt b er c e nt

H a n d g u n.............. .............. ...........  5 1 0. 6 1 3. 4 0 0 3 5. 6 0 0 0 0
Ot h er g u n........................... ...........   7 1 4. 9 4 1 3. 8 0 0 4 7. 4 2 9. 5 0 0
K n if e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ...........  7 1 4. 9 3 1 0. 3 0 0 7 1 3. 0 3 1 4 . 3 1 3 3. 3
Ot h er w e a p o n ................ ...........  5 1 0 . 6 3 1 0. 3 0 0 6 1 1. 1 2 5 0 0
N o n e _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   2 1 4 4. 7 1 8 6 2. 1 2 1 0 0 3 1 5 7 . 4 1 4 6 6 . 7 2 6 6 . 7
U n k n o w n............................. ...........  2 4. 3 0 0 0 0 3 5. 6 0 0 0 0

T A B L E X X III — S O U R C E O F C O N F LI C T S

S o ur c e 1 N u m b er  P er c e n t

M a rit a l pr o bl e m s — c o u pl e s e p ar at e d or a w aiti n g di v or c e.
Ot h er m arit al pr o bl e m s.................................. ........................ .
F a mil y pr o bl e m s........................................................ ...............
M e nt a l h e alt h pr o b l e m.............................................................
D ri n ki n g ........................................................................................
O t h e r .. ........................................................................................
U n k n o w n......................................................................................

T o t a l.......................................................................... ..

5 6 . 4
2 2 2 8 . 2
9 1 1 . 5
4 5. 1

1 2 1 5 . 4
9 1 1 . 5

1 7 2 1 . 8

7 8 9 9. 9

1 C a s e s gr o u p e d b y m aj or  s o ur c e s, e. g., if h u s b a n d a n d wif e ar g u e d pri m a ril y b e c a u s e t h e y w er e dri n ki n g , t h e c a s e i s 
c at e g ori z e d a s d ri n ki n g.

T A B L E X X I V . — C O N F LI C T T Y P E B Y P A T T E R N S O F P A S T C O N F LI C T S

I nt e n sit y of pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s

All pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s  

N u m b er  P er c e nt

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s  
n ot r e p ort e d  
t o p oli c e

N u m b e r  P er c e nt

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s  
r e p ort e d t o p oli c e

N u m b er  P er c e nt

V e r b a l. .................................

P h y si c al a s s a ult..................

T h r e at of p h y si c al a s s a ult.

W e a p o n a s s a ult...................

T h r e at of w e a p o n a s s a u lt.

N o n e .................................... .
U n k n o w n..............................

1 9

2 5

« 2 4. 4
» ( 3 9 . 6 )  

3 2. 1  
( 5 2 . 1 )

4  5. 2
( 8 . 3 )

4

1 8

3

1 4

8

2 9  3 7 . 2   3 1
1  3 . 8 ..................

5. 1
( 8 . 5 ).
1 0. 3

( 3 8 . 3 )
3. 8

( 6 . 4 )
1 7. 9

( 2 9 . 8 ).
1 0. 2

( 1 7 . 0 )
3 9. 7

0  0 . 0

8

" 2

8

6

5 4

1 0 . 3
( 3 3 . 3 )

2 . 6
( 8. 3)
1 0 . 3

( 3 3 . 3 )
7 . 7

( 2 5 . 0 )
6 9 . 2

» F or t h i s c ol u m n X ’ = 3 7. 9 5 8 1 1, p <. 0 0 1 , C = 0. 5 7 2 1 4.
» V er b al a s s a ult s f or all pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s w er e n ot br o k e n d o w n i nt o t h o s e t h a t i n v ol v e d t hr e at s of p h y si c al or w e a p o n  

a s s a ult.
’  All p er c e nt a g e s i n p ar e nt h e s e s ar e p er c e nt of c a s e s i n w hi c h t h er e w a s s o m e f or m of pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s r e p ort e d a s 

a p pr o pri a t e f or e a c h c ol u m n.



120S

TABLE XXV.-C ONFL IC T TYPE BY INTENSITY  OF PREVIOUS CONFLICTS*

Conflict type

Inte nsity of previous conflicts

Verbal Physical assault Weapon assault

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Verbal ............................................................ .....................  2 4 .2 2 4.2 1 2. 1
Physical assault.......... ................  ............. .....................  2 4 .2 14 29.2 2 4 .2
Physical assault threatened.............. .....................  3 6 .3 0 0 .
Weapon assault . ____  . ____  . 6 12.5 6 12.5 1 2.1
Weapon assault threatened ..................... ...................  6 12 .5 3 6.3 0 .

* Includes only those us es  th at had previous conflicts; total=48 .

TABLE XX VI .— CONFLICT TYPE BY INTENS ITY  OF EXPECTED FUTURE CO NFLIC T*

Conflict type

Expected intensity

Verbal Physical Weapon

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Verbal......................... ............................. ...................  2 3 .2 6 9 .5 1 1.2
Ph ysiul assault_______ . . . . . . . . . ____ _____ 1 1.6 16 25 .4 4 6.q
Physiul  assault threatened____ ______ ...................  0 0 4 6 .3 2 3 .3
Weapon assault____________ __________..................... 0 0 2 3 .2 14 2 2 .5
Weapon assault threatened____________ ..................... 3 4.9 2 3 .2 6 9 .2

* Includes only those cases in which future conflicts are expected; total = 6 3 .X ’ =37.8 3049, p < .0 1; C= 0.5 7149.

TABLE X X V II — RELATIONSHIP OF CONFLICT PARTICIPANTS BY EXPECTED IN TE NS ITY OF FUTURE CONFLICTS *

Expected intensity of future conflicts

Relationship

Hus ban d-wife......................................................................
Paren t-child.......................................................................
Other relat ive.............................. .......................................
Friend or acquaintance......................................................
Neighbor...............................................................................

Verbal Physical assault Weapon assault

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

3 4.8 18 28 .5 13 20 .6
0 . 3 4.8 4 6 .3
1 1.6 3 4.8 1 1.6
1 1.6 5 7.9 6 9.9
1 1.6 2 3.2 2 3.2

> Includes only cases reporting expected future conflicts; Total =63.

TABLE X X V II I.— RELATIONSHIP OF CONFLICT PARTICIPANTS BY PREVIOUS AND EXPECTED FUTURE CONFLICTS *

Relationship

Husband-w ife________
Parent-ch ild....................
Other re la tive...............
Friend or acquaintance 
Neighbor.........................

Previous confllicts, 
police not u lled

Previous conflicts, 
police make run

Expected future 
conflicts

Number Percent» Number Percent * Number Percent1

26 37 .6 11 15.9 32 50. 8
10 43 .4 5 21.7 8 35. 0
2 20 .0 2 20 .0 6 60.0
7 30 .4 4 17.4 12 52. 2
2 22 .2 2 22 .2 5 55. 5

■ Includes only us es  that reported previous or expected conflict interactions. 
’  Percentages are row percentages.
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T A B L E  X X I X . — P R E VI O U S  P O LI C E  R U N S F O R C O N F LI C T S  B Y P R E VI O U S C O N F L I C T S  F O R W HI C H  P O LI C E  W E R E 
N O T C A L L E D B Y E X P E C T E D F U T U R E C O N F LI C T S 1

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s, p oli c e n ot c all e d

Y e s N o N o a n s w er

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s, p oli c e r u n:
Y e s........................................................ ...................... ................. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1 8 1 1

P er c e nt............................................................ ...................... 2 8 . 6 3 . 2 1. 6
N o . . . .............................................................................................. .................  1 9 1 5 2

P er c e n t _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .................   3 0 . 2 2 3 . 8 3 . 2
N o a n s w er _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .................  2 0 4

P er c e n t................................................................................... .................  3. 2 0 6 . 3

1  I n cl u d e s all c a s e s r e p o rti n g e x p e ct e d f ut u r e c o nfli ct s; t ot al = 6 3 . X ’ = 5 9. 9 9 2 5 4, p <. 0 0 1 ; C =  0. 6 9 8 4 1.

T A B L E X X X .- P A S T  C O N F LI C T I N T E R A C TI O N S B Y E X P E C T E D I N T E N S I T Y O F F U T U R E C O N F LI C T S  «

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s, n ot  
r e p ort e d t o p oli c e

Pr e vi o u s c o nfli ct s  
r e p ort e d t o p oli c e

N u m b er  P er c e n t’  N u m b er P er c e n t »

E x p e ct e d i nt e n sit y of f ut ur e c o nfli ct s:
V e r b al....................................................................................  2 5. 1 1 4 . 8
P h y si c al a s s a ul t.................................................................. 1 9 4 8 . 7  9 4 2 . 8
W e a p o n a s s a ult...................................................................  1 8 4 6 . 2  1 1 5 2 . 4

1  I n cl u d e s o nl y c a s e s i n v ol vi n g b ot h pr e vi o u s a n d e x p e ct e d c o nfli ct s.
’  P er c e nt a g e s a r e p er c e nt of c ol u m n t ot al s.

T A B L E X X XI. — R E S P O N DI N G O F FI C E R S’ A C TI O N  B Y T Y P E O F C O N F LI C T 1

T y p e of c o nfli ct

V er b al
P h y si c al
a s s a ult

P h y si c al
a s s a ult

t hr e at e n e d
W e a p o n
a s s a ult

W e a p o n
a s s a ult

t hr e a t e n e d

Offi c er s’ a cti o n N u m- P er- N u m- P er- N u m- P er- N u m- P er- N u m -  P er -
b er c e nt b er c e nt b er c e nt b er c e nt b er  c e nt

M a d e  r e p o rt...............................
P e r c e n t..................... ........

1 1. 3
( 7 . 7 )

1 0 1 2. 8
( 3 7 . 0 )

1 1. 3
( 1 4 . 3 )

6 7. 7
( 3 1 - 5 )

1 1. 3
( 8 . 3 )

S e p a r at e d   c o nfli ct  p arti ci-
p a nt s _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 5 6. 4 6 7. 7 2 2. 6 4 5. 1 0 0

P er c e nt _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 3 8 . 5 ) ( 2 2 . 2 ) ( 2 8 . 6 ) ( 2 1 1 )
Di s c u s s e d pr o bl e m---------------- 5 6. 4 8 1 0. 3 4 5. 1 2 2. 6 4 5. 1

P er c e n t......... ...................... ( 3 8. 5) ( 2 9 . 6 ) ( 5 7 . 1 ) ( 1 0 . 5 ) ( 3 3 . 3 )
Di s c u s s e d  pr o bl e m  a n d  r e-

m o v e d w e a p o n------------------- 1 1. 3 0 0 0 0 2 2. 6 3 2 . 8
P er c e nt _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 7 . 7 ) ( 0 ) ( 0 ) G O. 5 ) ( 2 5 . 0 )

M a d e  arr e s t _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 1. 3 1 1. 3 0 0 3 3. 8 2 2. 6
P er c e nt _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 7 . 7 ) ( 3 . 7 ) ( 0 ) ( 1 5 . 8) < w . p

N o n e  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 0 0 2 2 6 0 0 2 2. 6 2 2 . 6
P er c e nt _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 0 ) ( 7 . 4 ) ( 0 ) ( 1 0 . 5 ) ( 1 6 . 7 )

1  P er c e nt a g e s i n p ar e nt h e s e s ar e p er c e nt of c ol u m n t ot al s.

A P P E N D I X C

P R O P O S A L

C o m p r e h e n si v e  P l a n  T o  I m p r o v e  De t r oi t  Po li c e  De p a r t m e n t  Re s p o n s e  t o  
S o ci a l  Co n f l i c t  Si t u a ti o n s

( P r e p ar e d b y G. M ari e W ilt, P h. D., T h o m a s H. O e h m k e, J. D., J u n e 1 0, 1 0 7 5) 

I n t r o d u c ti o n

D u ri n g t h e p a st y e ar, t hr e e st u d i es h a v e b e e n m a d e t h a t w er e c o n c er n e d wit h 
t h e  o p e r ati o ns of t h e C o m m u ni c ati o ns S e cti o n of t h e D et r oit P oli c e D e p art m e nt 
( D P D ), wit h s p e ci al att e nt i o n gi v e n t o t h e r ol e pl a y e d b y E m er g e n c y S er vi c e 
O p er a t or s ( E S O ) i n r es p o n di n g t o citi z e n r e q u ests f or p oli c e assist a n c e.
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The first  of these stud ies is an ana lys is of police dep artme nt response in 

Det roit  to inte rper sona l conflicts. This study is being conducted by G. Marie Wilt 
and  J ames D. Bannon, and is funded by a gran t to the  D etro it Police Department 
from The Police Foundation. Their research  is being carri ed  out in two par ts, 
the  first of which analyzes  ESO and  dis patch er responses to calls  requesting 
police inte rventio n in inte rpersonal conflicts, whi le the  second is concerned with 
exper iences of police  officers when they  resiwmd to thes e si tua tion s.

The second of these stud ies was conducted  by the  Social Conflict Task Force 
of the De tro it City Council, which was convened by Counci lwoman Maryann 
Mahaffey. Th eir  analyses  were concerned with responses made to social conflicts 
by social service agencies in Det roit , as well as by police. Included in the ir work 
were obse rvations of the  Communications  Section act ivi ty,  made by Maryann 
Mahaffey and  Susan Rourke.

The th ird  study  was conducted by Thomas Oehmke of New Detroit , Inc. He 
made obse rvat ions  o f ESOs, and of police officers interacting wi th ESOs, during 
thei r daily  work routine. He has  a lso reviewed rep ort s from the  firs t two studies 
and provided comments and recommendations based on his  own analysis.

Although these  three stud ies were  conduc ted independently , the  persons re
ferred  to above have exchanged  obse rvat ions  and sha red  ideas conce rning the 
recom mendations  for improving the  perfo rmance of the  Comm unicat ions Section 
of the De tro it Police Depa rtment.

The purpose of th is report is to compile and i nte grate  these studie s and present 
them as a comprehensive set of recomm endations. It  should be noted tha t com
pla ints and  grievances, presented by the ESOs are also included in these recom
mendations ; c areful evaluat ion of and response to these reques ts will be a bene
ficial precedent to the implem enta tion of other rec ommendations.

Each recommendation is presented in deta il, including suggestions for  action . 
Fo r each catego ry of recom mendations the  type of action to be take n is de
scribed (tr ain ing  to be developed, policy to be changed, etc .).  For  those  items 
which would require  add itio nal  funding, est ima tes are made of the amount of 
fund s needed and p otentia l re sources o f funds  are  listed .

The rat ion ale  for each recom mendation  has  not been included in this report 
since thi s can easily be obtain ed by ref err ing  to report s ava ilab le from the  firs t 
two studies, refe rred to above.

It  is the  intentio n of the  a uth ors  th at  thi s report  will assis t the Detroit Police 
Dep artm ent in the ir eva lua tion  of the  recom mendations  made by these  thre e 
stud ies and in their  implemen tation of changes which will lieneflt both the police 
departm ent  and the citizens of  Detroit.

Recomm endations

(A ) COMM UNI CAT ION S SECTION

1. Emergen cy Serv ice Operators
(i)  Pre -Hi re

a. Before hire, prospective appli can ts should  be informed  of all of the 
exp ectatio ns of an ESO, inclu ding  wages, hours, terms  and conditions of 
employment and be tested, usin g valid and  relia ble tes ting devices, for  their  
abi liti es to operate  well und er str ess ful  situ atio ns,  to rel ate  well to callers,  
to fu ncti on well us ing a udito ry and communic ative skills.

(ii ) Tra ining
a. Negative publicity abou t ESO personnel has a detrime nta l effect on the ir 

morale and should be elim inated, with  greater  emp hasi s on tra ini ng  and 
interna l discipline.

b. Prere corded video tape, and  other audio-visual devices,  should  be em
ployed to update ESO i»ersonnel on policy changes and  on new and inno
vative techniques in perform ing thei r work.

c. A port ion of their  norm al and  regula r on-the- job tra in ing should in
clude rid ing  with prec inct  patro l officers at  lea st one sh ift  per  month in 
order to  gain an apprecia tion of the  on- the-s treet  im trol func tion .

d. Initial ESO tra ini ng  should include skil ls necessa ry to deal with  callers  
for whom no emergency vehicle  will be ordered, to dea l’wi th call ers who are 
ope rati ng under extreme  stre ss, to  improve general abi lit ies  of perceptions, 
listen ing, and communications, and  to improve ab ilit ies  to react to special 
situ ations such as shootings, robbery in p rogress, burglary, social conflict si t
uations,  and  others .



e. Special emphasis in interview train ing should be given to determining 
when a caller is a minor, whether the si tuation reported is both accura te and 
reliable and should dispel the atti tude tha t merely because a caller is young, no serious problem exists.

f. Techniques should be developed and taught to assist the ESO in dealing with the great degree of frus trat ion fel t as the ESO absorbs friction from 
the public, on one hand, and from police department personnel, on the other.

g. Interview train ing should concentrate on the  types of information which 
are  mater ial, relevant and essential in making a determination tha t an emergency vehicle should be ordered.

h. Training should emphasize tha t certa in types of information should always  be sought from callers to be communicated to the dispatchers  (e.g., 
it should always be noted whether a burglary is “in progress” or whether a robber is “armed” or n ot).

i. Once hired, periodic and regular train ing should occur to improve and update skills and to acquire new skills and techniques.
j. Once hired, ESO personnel should be frequently reviewed for their  

performance to determine the needs for disciplinary  action and additional training.
(iii ) Job Structure

a. Civilian supervisory positions, within the Communications Section, 
should be created to allow for successful ESOs to move into management. 
This  would provide an incentive for quality performers to receive promo
tions and would alleviate the problem tha t the ESO position is perceived as a “dead end” job.

b. Persons trained in human relations (e.g., social workers) should be 
permitted  to bid on SEO openings or  to apply from outside the civil service 
sys tem ; this  provision would improve the quality of the work force and 
might encourage trained social workers, and other human interac tion specialist s, to apply for the  job.

c. Classifications, among ESOs, should be created so that part icular emer
gencies could be refer red to specialists in social conflict situations; such specialization would improve the quality of the ESO response and provide 
an opportunity for ESOs to move into higher paying, more demanding positions.

(iv) Personnel Pract ices
Communications Section managers should investigate the validity of the following complaints made by ESOs and correct those which demand rectifi

cation :
a. Payrol l dejmrtment is hostile to ESOs and should respond more effec

tively when ESOs demand that  their  paychecks be the proper amount.
b. EMS training monies should be paid immediately.
c. Regulation of holiday and overtime pay should be made within one 

month afte r services are rendered.
d. Individual accounts of accumulated sick and compensatory time should 

be distributed monthly.
e. Leave day scheduling should include 4 days off in every two week 

period, as is tru e with police officers.
f. Dismissal of ESO personnel should occur only af ter all contrac tual and 

legal protections are  observed.
2. Supervisory Personnel

(i) Supervisory personnel should be instructed in proper motivational and dis
ciplinary  techniques for varied situations in order to obtain maximum coopera
tion of the ESOs and a higher quality of performance.

(ii) Fir st line supervisory personnel and managers should participa te, in an 
integral fashion, in all  tra ining provided to the ESO.

(iii)  The Commander of the Communications Section should assure  th at there 
is a consistency of supervision over ESOs to alleviate the problem of disparate 
trea tment of ESOs, depending on which supervisor is in charge.

(iv) To improve the quality of the supervisory personnel in the Communica
tions Section, supervisors should:

a. Be selected for their  human relations skills and ability to manage and 
supervise others in s tressfu l si tua tions;
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b. Be required  to be capable  of perfo rming at  t he  highest level of an ESO, doing the same functions as an E SO ;c. Be screened, before placement, using the same cr ite ria  as would be applied  to an ESO ap pl ican t;
d. Be instruc ted in how to offer assi stance, in a positive con stru ctiv e manner , to the  ESO in ord er to modify behavior  and  elicit  the  h ighe st quality o f performance from the ES O;e. Be held personally accountable for the  successes  and failures of the ESO personnel they supervi se;f. Be held personally  accountable for the ir own i>erformance in thei r role as  a supervisor and, if they fail  to do the ir jol> prop erly , they should then lie tr ans fer red  out of the Communications Section to a job they are  capable of performing.

3. Dispatchers
(i) Dispatchers should be review ed period ically for  the  qua lity  of the ir performance and the ir competency in th at  position .(ii ) Dispatchers should be inc luded  in any tra in ing given to the  ESO, not only for the shar ing of techniques th at  would occur, but  t o fos ter a gre ate r appre cia tion of each othe r’s function.
(li i) Positive action should tak e place  to fac ili ta te  more accurate communication  of information between the  dispat che r and the  ESO. Perhai>s more frequen t voice communication (to  supp leme nt the Elect row rite r) should be employed when the dispatc her  require s more info rma tion  from the ESO.

4. Equipment  and Facili ties
(i)  The ESO lounge are as should be proper ly equipped and maintained  to assure their  use as a res ting  area .
(il ) ESO equipment  should be modified to  remedy problems o f:a. Improper head sets th at  a re  uncom fortable and  have  no volume co ntro ls;b. Equipment th at  is more  frequently in dis repa ir tha n it is func tioning;c. A lack of par tit ion s th at  fai l to mit iga te conflicting  ambient noise;d. Electrowri ters  th at a re  so high that  they cause ar m fatigue.e. Telephone equipment is technica lly unable  to tra ns fer calls to other centrex numbers, especia lly to prec incts  and to o the r sections o f the De partment. Such a fea tur e would elim ina te the delay exper ienced by citiz ens  when a di fferent person could be tte r service  their  needs.f. Lack of proper soundproofing to reduce high ambien t noise levels.

(B ) DETROIT PO IJC E DE PARTME NT POL ICY
1. Departm enta l policy shou ld be reevalua ted with  respec t to social conflict responses and how they are handled .
2. The  Depa rtment should issue a newly defined policy concerning the proper use of the  f ill  system which hopefully would confine i ts use only to requests for emergency assistance.
3. A procedure should be estab lished fo r:(a) I’atrol officers to file reports for all social conflict responses, an d;(b) The storage on compute r of  these  da ta to p rovide  fo r immediate access to officers sent  on social conflict inte rventio n runs.4. Good working relatio nsh ips  should  be main taine d, and established where  they do not exist, between the DPD  and app rop ria te social service agencies so that  social conflict situ atio ns can  be immediately ref erred to agencies, oth er than  the DPD as appropr iate .
5. A service awa rd system should be developed to rew ard  both ESOs and p atrol officers fo r expert handling of potentia lly vola tile  social conflict situation s.fi. Departm enta l policy should require  th at  all ESO referra l phone list ings be updated  on a weekly basis, rega rdle ss of whe ther  changes have occurred.7. Departm enta l policy should be amended to permit  an on-duty police officer to bypass the  ESO and directly reques t an emergency vehic le or assi stance from the Dispatcher. (Policy  should lim it thi s practice  to Depar tment  phones.)8. Depar tmental  policy should be reviewed with consideration given to permit ting  the  use of cur ren tly  open radio channels which will allow patrol officers to communicate more frequently w it h :

(a) One another, in order to tra nsmit essential  info rmation rega rding a specific radio run, and  ;



(b) Their prec inct  sta tion s and  command officers for the  purpose of gain
ing access  to specific historie s on social conflict responses, which da ta would 
be available from the Law Enforcement Inform atio n Network (LE IN) and 
to seek advice of command personnel on how to han dle  a given situation, 
without w aiting for a Sergeant to m ake th e run .

(C) PU BL IC EDUCATION

1. The public should be informed th at  th e 911 system is a  cente r for answ ering 
needs for  emergency aid.

2. The  public should be informed that  the 911 opera tors merely decide whether 
to request scout cars, fire engines, an d/or  EMS units. This function should .be 
distinguished from that  of the dispatch er who decides whether to ord er a police
vehicle. M  „

3. The public should be inform ed of th e im pact when the  emergency 911 system
is misused, especially by children who use the system for play, screaming, and  
profanity . J  x4. Electronic, prin t, and  othe r mass media should  be encouraged to do public 
service announcements and  documentaries communicat ing about the  proper  use
of the 911 system.

5. From time-to-time, the need for add itional public  educatio n should be re
viewed to reassess the  need  for add itional media partic ipa tion in public info rma
tion programs.

(D) PRE CINCT PATROL OFFICER S

1. Pat rol  officers should be made intimately  aware  of the func tion  of the 911 
system and the  role  of the ESO.

2. Pa tro l officers should receive app rop ria te conflict inte rventio n tra in ing so 
that  they may be aware  of a lternat ive  police responses which would give officers 
the choice between arrest , discussion, and other mechanisms to resolve  social 
conflict situations.

3. Police officers should  be provided  with  a pocket-sized, agency refer ral  
manual which would give the officer an immediate  means of prov iding  an  al te r
nativ e to ar re st  in a social conflict situation. Agencies receiving such referra ls 
should be prepared to set asid e time immediately to deal with  police dep artment 
refe rrals.

(E ) OTHER

1. Social service agencies should reevalu ate the needs for  th ei r services to 
determine  if specific types of services  could be provided on a 24-hour basis  to 
defuse intense social conflict s ituations.

2. The Nat ional Cente r for Dispu te Set tlem ent’s (NCDS) system of Ar bi tra 
tion As An Alternative (4-A) should be investigated  by the  Wayne County De
partm ent  of Social Services as a method  of immediate ly inte rven ing in social 
conflict s ituatio ns and resolving disputes.

3. Social service  agencies should reexamine the effectiveness of thei r cu rre nt 
“delive ry of services” system to dete rmine if the provis ion of 24-hour services, 
in some areas,  might be facil ita ted  b y :

(a) Decentralizing social workers to ope rate  out of prec inct  and  min i
stat ions , and

(b) Assigning social workers to work with  pat rol officers, in pat rol  cars,  
to respond to rad io runs for  immediate inte rventio n in inte rpersonal  conflict 
situa tions.

4. Explore the possib ility of a Family Court (wi th possible civil an d/ or  c rimi
nal jur isd icti on)  in lieu of the  cu rre nt jur isdiction held by Recorde r’s and  
Circuit Courts.

IM PL EM EN TA TI ON  PL AN

With the exception of two a reas , which we will discuss  below, the impleme nta
tion plan should assure  that  all of those affected by this Comprehensive Plan 
are  consulted before the  actu al implemen tation procedures begin. The chart  
below illu str ate s a sugges ted crit ical  path th at  could be followed in arr iving  
at  a dep artm ental approval  of these  reco mmendations; a time table is also 
presented .

Two are as of recomm endations in thi s Plan could probably be immediate ly 
implemented withou t following the  suggested crit ica l path , namely the  section 
on equipment and faciliti es (Rec. A(4 ))  as well as the  port ion which tre ats 
personnel prac tices (Rec. A (l ) (i v )).
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These are essential ly admi nis tra tive in na tur e and  do not app ear  to require a |*olicy change  and commitment of the  Depar tme nt. Appropria te command and supervisory  personnel in the  Communicat ions Section should be advised to take the  necessary steps  to co rrec t these pro blems ; they  a re  also of such a nat ure  t ha t it would not 1m* pertinen t to involve the Board of Police Commissioners in such inte rnal, adm inistrative deta ils.The ma jor  step  that  mus t first  occur, if these recom mend ations are  to be implemented successfully, is for  the  Depar tme nt to commit its elf  to the  principle that  a new prio rity  must be given to social conflic t sit ua tio ns  as a means of defusing a great numbe r of potent ially violent  co nfront ations  which, if  unchecked, will con tinue to  increase  the  number of as sau lts  and  homicides.If thi s occurs, then fund ing can be obta ined  for  the  ESO tra ini ng  tha t is required (Rec. A (1) ( i i ) ), by the De troit Police Depar tment  a pprop ria te funding sources, which might include The Police Foundat ion,  Law Enforcement Assistance Administrat ion, or the Nati ona l In sti tu te  of Mental Hea lth.Funding suggest ions for the tra in ing  to be offered to Pre cinct Pat rol  Officers will be made upon completion of Par t II  of th e c ur rent  Police Founda tion  project, which is expected on or abo ut July 1st.None of the  other recom mendations  requ ire funding.In conclusion, we recommend th at  the  ch ar t on the  following page to be considered as one suggested method of going about the  tas k of receiving approval of this  Comprehensive Plan.

Im plem en ta tio n Timetab leSt ep  
To be completed by1. Report received by executive as sis tant  to the  ch ief________  Jun e 17, 1975.2. Referred for  comment to the  affec ted departm ents_________  Jun e 19, 1975.Communications section

Oth er a pproval by commanding and supervisory personnel3. Comments received back by execut ive assis tant  to the  chief__ July 3, 1975.4. Detroit Police Depar tme nt Execut ive Committee___________  July  16, 1975.5. Chief  of police--------------------------------------------------------------- July 30, 1975.
APPEND IX D

R eport Format for Police Collection  of Data on Respons es to Social Conflict Calls
D ate _________A dd res s___________________ Pr ec in ct ________

Person  No. 1
Ag e_________ Sex _________ R ac e__________Oc cupatio n__________________ Unemployed__________

Person No. 2
Ag e_________ Sex _________ R ac e_________Oc cupatio n----------------------------Unem plo yed _________Conflict In te ns ity: V er bal _________ Physical A ss au lt --------------- Weapon Assau lt --------------Th reat  of Weapon A ssa u lt __________ If  weapon assault,H an dg un ------------- Other  g u n __________K n if e__________ Oth er_________If  weapon was  used, which persons w ere a rmed : No. 1 _________ No. 2 _________Bot h_________
Relationship  of Persons No. 1 and  No. 2:  H us ba nd -W ife_________ Parent-child _________O ther  R el at iv e__________F rien d or Acq ua int an ce_________Ne igh bor_________S tran ge r__________O th er __________Have the re been previous conflicts here? Y es _________N o_________If  yes, were police called  to a ssi st?  Y es _________N o __________Were these V erb a l_________ Physica l A ssa u lt __________ Weapon Assa ul t _________
Were  the re othe r argume nts for  which police were not  called?Y e s_________N o __________ Were these v e rb a l__________ Physica l assau lt ________ Weapon A ss au lt_________Describe action taken by respo nding offic er_______________________________
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Do th es e p erso ns  ex pect fu tu re  con flic ts? Y es_________ N o---------------
Do they  e xp ec t to  be V erb al_________ Ph ys ical  A ssau lt __________ Weapon

A ss au lt _________
Di d you  prov ide non-police  re fe rr al  fo r the se  perso ns? Y es----------- N o -------------

If  yes, to w ha t agency?_______________________________________________

A Comprehensiv e Ana lysis  of Conflict-Motivated Homicides and Assaults— 
Detroit, 1972-73

Fin al  Rep or t * by G. Marie  Wi lt an d Ja ni es  Ban non , May 1974

Conflict-Motivated H omicides and Assaults

introduction

Violenc e in  ci tie s of th e Un ited  St at es  ha s take n man y for ms  du rin g the  pa st  
ei gh t ye ars . The re  ap pe ar s to be hav e been a ge ne ra l sh if t in botl i the st ru ct ur e 
an d co nten t of  vio len t in te ract ions  fro m the  19ti0’s to the  1970's. Th is  sh if t 
lia s oc cu rre d in  the form  of a tr an si tion  fro m predom ina nt ly group or  crowd 
in te ra ct io ns  to  pr im ar ily in te rp er so na l in te ra ct io ns  amo ng two  or  th re e pers ons . 
Su ch  in te rp er so na l vio lence can  be an aly ze d in  term s of a conti nuum  of conf lict 
in te ra ct io ns  rang in g fro m ve rbal exchanges to  bru ta l physi cal at tack s.

Tw o po in ts  alo ng  th is  conti nuum  of in te rp er so na l violence  ha ve  ha d an  in 
cr ea si ng  im pa ct  on bo th the ur ba n comm unity  an d ur ba n police in the pa st  six 
or  sev en ye ar s—confl ict -motivat ed as sa ul ts  an d confl ict- mo tivated hom icides. If 
fo r no ot he r reas on  th an  ma ss media  pr es en ta tio ns , the im pact of the se for ms  of 
vio lence ha s been gr ea te r upon De tro it,  Michigan  th an  upon ma ny othe r lar ge  
Am eri can ci tie s.  I t is ass um ed, how ever, th a t D et ro it is pro bably  qu ite  sim ila r 
to ot he r ci ties  i n  te rm s of the occur ren ce of suc h vio len t in te ract ions . Th ere for e, 
it  is als o as su med  th a t th e  research  findings presen ted  in th is  re po rt  wi ll be of 
va lue to man y ur ba n pol ice  de pa rtm en ts  an d ma ny urba n com muniti es.

Co nfl ict -m ot iva ted  homic ides and as sa ul ts  we re selected fo r stud y du ring  th is  
pr oj ec t bec ause the se  in te ract ions  ar ise fro m si tuat ions  th a t seem  to be incr ea s
ing ev en ts in many  ur ba n ar ea s of the  U.S. Th is cat egory  of as sa ult s an d homi
cid es  inc lud es many cases  which might  have  been preven tab le or  fo r which in 
te rv en tion  mi gh t be developed and app lied to cases havin g sim ila r po ten tia l in 
th e fu tu re . Wh en ther e ha s been a known hi story of conflict  pre cedin g a hom icid e 
or  an  as sa ul t, info rm at ion can  be deriv ed  th a t is appli cable  to eff ort s aim ed a t 
pr ev en tin g sim ila r even ts fro m increa sin g an d pe rhap s even fro m conti nu ing a t 
th e cu rr en t pace . I t is possible th at th is  info rm at ion could be developed by pro 
fess iona ls  in law  enforcem ent , soci al work, psychology an d psyc hiatr y to help  
po te nt ia l as sa ult  an d hom icid e pa rt ic ip an ts  un de rs tand  such in te ra ct io ns  an d 
th e ir  pos sib le resu lts .

Th e re po rt  th a t fol low s is the re su lt of a Pol ice  Fo un da tio n ad min is te red gr an t 
giv en  to  G. Marie W ilt  of Wa yne  St at e Un iversit y and James  D. Ba nnon  of the 
D et ro it  Po lice Dep ar tm en t in March. 1973. The in it ia l pro posal  to  the Police 
Fo un da tio n wa s en tit led “Th e De ter rence of Soc ial Conf lict Homic ides.” As the  
pr op os al clea rly  ind icate d,  however, it  wa s not  in ten ded th a t the research  be 
lim ite d sole ly to  hom icid es.  Alth oug h the  most ex ten siv e and in-depth  seg me nt of 
re se ar ch  was  con cerned  wi th hom icid es, a co mp arati ve  an aly sis  of  conflic t-m oti
va te d as sa ult s wa s also ca rr ied out.  A pr im ary goa l of the se stu dies  ha s been to 
de te rm ine to w ha t ex tent  as sa ul ts  an d hom icid es mi gh t be pre venta ble . Th us  o ur 
ef fo rts  ha ve  been di recte d towards  learning  as  much as  possible ab ou t th e par
tici pa nts  in  homicides an d as saul ts,  the si tuat ions  du rin g which the se  vio len t in 
te ra ct io ns  occur , an d reac tio ns  to  bo th as sa ul ts  and  hom icides.

RES EARCH METHODOLO GY

An aly ses of  homicides an d as sa ul ts  in  Det ro it du ring  1972 were two  se pa ra te  
ph as es  of th is  rese arch  projec t. Although eac h stud y wa s conduct ed  sepa ra tel y,  
they  were desig ned to com plement eac h ot he r an d to pro vid e co mp arati ve  da ta . 
Th e hom icide  stud y (des ign ed an d condu cte d by W ilt )'p re ce de d th e an alys is  of 
as sa ult s (de sig ned an d condu cte d by Ba nnon ) an d ser ved  as  a model f or  de sig nin g

♦This report and research upon which it was based were supported in pa rt  thro ugh  a 
gra nt from the  the Police Fou nda tion  of Washington , D.C.

52-557—75— pt. 3----- 22
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the assaul t study. In both studies, the  r esearchers’ objec tives were to u nders tan d 
homicides and assaul ts as social interactio ns and social situatio ns, ra ther  than  
merely as crimes. By focusing ui>on conflict-motivated ass aults  and homicides, the  
research ers were able  to analyze assa ult s and homicides as a  con tinuum of violent, 
inter|*ersnnal conflict interactions.  In other words, thi s pro jec t began with the  
assumption tha t conflict-motivated assault s and homicides  developed from sim ila r 
social situ atio ns j s well as from sim ilar social inte ract ions. It was also assumed 
tha t the prim ary distinction  between these  two forms of conflict interactio ns i s one 
of severity  or in ensity of the inte ract ional outcome. Although the  resea rch find- 
in- s for  both  studie s are presented in this report in an integr ated and com para 
tive manner , flu* design of each study is described  separa tely  and briefly below. 
'Phis report presents general cha rac ter is.i cs of homicides, assaul ts and the per
sons wh » par ticipated in them first, tin n discusses conflict-motivated homicides 
and s ’uts .

THE HOMICIDE STUDY
Data were collected concerning homicides from The Detroit  Police Depar tment  

Homicide Section’s investigative tiles for 1972. All homicides both repo rted  to and 
invest igated by The Detroi t Police Department dur ing  1972 are the sub ject of 
this  r esearch. The s tudy is not limited to these legal categ orie s th at  may be term ed 
“criminal homicides,” since such a limi tation would have excluded many conflict- 
motiva ted homicides. There fore, homicides  classified in legal categories a s Murder 
1, Murder 2, Non-negligent Mans laughter, Negligent Manslaughter,  Excusable and  
Just ifiable ai e all included. Exc tided are  man slaughter eases which were tral lie  
deaths, since these are  processed sepa rate ly from other homicides by The De tro it 
Police Department.

The focus of this segment of the pro ject  was the category of homicides refe rred  
to as conflict-motivated. A conflict-motivated homicide is defined as any homicide 
that  develops from a conflict inte ract ion between two or more persons. In othe r 
words, thi s type of homicide is preceded and precipit ated  by some form of ar gu 
ment, dis agree me nt or phys ical fight between persons  who become victim  and 
perp etra tor.  This catego ry has  been selected for  focus because it  includes the 
most commonly occurr ing homicides, it  is  of gre at concern to both police and the 
urba n community, and it seems to presen t the  gre ate st potenti al for preven tion  
or dete rrence of any type of homicide. As used in thi s report, the  cate gory of 
conflict-motivated homicide, its  definition , and the classi fication of ind ividua l 
cases in to th is ca tegory  were  all developed by Wilt.

Data were ext ract ed from the homicide files and  placed  onto  a precoded in 
st ru m en t de sign ed  by Wilt. Va riable s : ml categ ori es of va ria bles  were develoj ied 
by this  researc her from da ta th at  were ava ilab le in these files and that  seemed 
most releva nt to an unders tanding of homicides. The da ta  collection ins trument,  
similar to a question naire in form at, has fou r major sections : (1) cha rac ter ist ics  
of victims, (2) cha rac ter isti cs of perpe tra tor s, (3) chara cte ris tics of homicide  
situation s, and (4) chara cte ris tics of conflicts th at  preceded conflict-motivated 
homicides. Upon completion of d ata  collection, da ta were tra nsfer red  to  computer 
cards,  processed and s tat ist ica lly  ana lyze d by computer.

There are  many sources of da ta  in a homicide investig ation  case  file. F ir st  is 
the  case  draft,  a  stat eme nt prep ared  by each officer who first  ap pea rs a t the  scene 
of the homicide, giving a summary  description of wha t has  happened. Second, 
and more comprehensive, is the  p relimin ary  case r epor t, prepared by the homicide 
detectives, which presents such detai ls of the  case as time, day of week, p ersons  
involved, motive, weapon used, location, and  brie f descr iption’ of what occurre d 
during the homicide. Third are  all the  stat ement s and notes, including commen
tar ies  and descr iptions of the case, of al l the officers involved.

In addit ion, there is the  Morgue Protocol, a form completed by the  Way ne 
County Medical Examiner s Office. wh ich  de sc ribe s the  victim and man ner of 
death . These files a lso include a W arrant  Request , prepared by the  pro secutor’s 
office, which describes the victim, the  perpet rato r, and the  homicide situa tion. 
Stateme nts from homicide per jtet rators  as well as from any witnesses th at  hav e 
been inieiv iewed aie also contained in these  files. These are the most de tai led  
narra tives for  each case. Fina lly, the re are  crim inal  records , if they exis t, for 
both victim and perpe tra tor  an d an interro gat ion  sheet, which is a Police De pa rt
ment  form containing detailed inform ation about the  perpet rator.

THE ASSAULT STUDY
Sta tist ica l da ta were compiled concerning all assaul ts for  the  years 1971 

through 1973. This  serves as background for  the  da ta collected  concerning con-



flict-mot ivated assaul ts from a sample of 144 such assault  cases th at  occurred 
during 1973. This sample was  draw n from the  tot al population of D etroit ’s 1973 
ass ault cases  by selec ting al l conflict-motivated assault s th at  occurred dur ing 
the  last two weeks of October and  the firs t two weeks in November.

An interview  schedule was designed by Bannon  to  collec t data  from this  sample 
of 144 persons  who filed complain ts concerning ass aul ts that  had developed from 
inte rpersonal  conflict  in teractions. These interviews were conducted  by investiga
tive iiersonnel assigned  to the  Misdemeanor Deta il of the  Detroit Police Depar t
ment’s Court Section. This un it is responsible for the preparatio n and prosecution  
of assau lt cases th at  developed from conflict situat ion s and inte ract ions. Much 
of thi s interview schedule inte ntionally duplicated items from the homicide in
strum ent so that  cha rac ter isit cs of partic ipa nts  and situ ations  of ass aults  could 
be compared with  those of homicides. An add itional section of thi s inte rview 
schedule was designed to obta in da ta from these assault  victim s concern ing 
their  prediction s of continued par tici pat ion  in conflict si tua tions or futur e violent 
conflict interactions. Responses to these interviews were processed and  analyzed 
by computer techniques.

As was the case for the homicide study, the  focus in the ana lysi s of ass aults  
was on those assaul ts defined as conflict-motivated. A conflict-motivated  assau lt 
is defined as any ass aul t th at  develops from a conflict inte rac tion  between  two 
or more persons. Again, this refe rs to an assau lt preceded by some form of 
argument  or disagreement between those persons who become v ictims  and per
petra tor . Ins tructions to interviewers  for inclusion of indiv idual  cases into thi s 
categ ory were developed by Bannon.

This briefly describes the  sources of da ta collected for this pro ject  and  the  
methodology employed by both writers. All discuss ion and int erp retation  o f  
data are based upon the write rs’ analyses and und erst and ing of the ir empirical 
findings.
General c haracteristics  of assau lts and homicides

As background for the discussion and analysi s o f conflict-motivated ass aults  
and  homicides, this  section of the report presents  cha rac ter isti cs of persons and  
situ ations involved in all types of homicides and assaul ts. The  da ta for ass aul ts 
were obtain ed from compute r flies of sta tis tic al info rma tion  for 1971 through 
1973. For  homicides, data were obtained from the investigative flies described 
in the  methodology discussion.

SITUA TIO NA L CHARA CTE RISTICS

There were 693 homicides in Det roit  in 1972, resulting in a homicide ra te  of 
46 per 100,000 population.1 During 1971 there was a total of 8,480 ass aul ts, while 
the re were 9218 in 1972 and 9748 in 1973. This represe nts a ra te  per 100,000 popu
lation which increased from 561 in 1971 to 610 in 1972, then to 645 in 1973.

Although a variety of weapons were used in both ass aul ts and homicides, one 
observes in Table I and II that  handguns predominate in both types of in te r
action.2 H andguns were used in 63% of the homicides and in a n average of 33.6% 
of the  assaul ts.3 Although knives were used much more frequently in ass aults  
than  in homicides, they were  the second most frequently employed weapon in 
both kinds of situa tions. For  assaul ts, knives were an average of 31.3% of wea
pons used, while for homicides they constitu ted 12.2%.

Although both homicides and ass aults  were dis trib uted throughout  the  days  
of the week, the largest proportion of both occurred on weekends, as shown in 
Tables II I and IV. Slightly  more than ha lf of the tota l homicides (50.2%) took 
place on Friday, Saturdays  or Sundays,  while somewhat less than  ha lf of the 
assaul ts (an average of 47.6%) occur red on one of these  days.

Since the analysis of homicides was fa r more comprehensive than  th at  of 
assaul ts, it was possible to determine the number  and  percentage of major  types  
of homicides that  occurred during 1972. It  is not possible to est ima te ju st  the  
number of conflict-motivated assaul ts for 1972, since a sample  of only 144 cases

1 The categories of homicides thro ughout thi s report  total 672 rat he r tha n 693 because 
there  were 21 cases for which flies were not available to the writer. These were being used 
to prepare court cases. Also, for  some variables the tot al is less tha n 672 since there was 
information missing from some files.

2 All tables referred to in thi s section of the  repo rt are contained in the appendix.
3 Fo r purposes of comparison, averages  (means)  for assaul ts have been computed over 

the 3-year period for which data  are presented.
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was studied. Based upon the  sociological na tu re  of the  situat ion , Wilt  dis tinguished  between two ma jor  categories of homicides: conflict-motiva ted and crime-related. 4 During  1972, 338 or 50.3% of the  homicides were conflict-motivated, while  182 or 27.1% were crime-re lated . Thro ughout  1972, mass media reports  made cont radictory claims abo ut the  na tu re  of Detro it's  homicides, with soiue sources indicating th at  as many as 65% were crim e-re lated or were the type that  occur between friends, acq uaintance s or rela tive s. This study’s data clearly show that  such reports were overest ima tes of the  actu al situatio ns. There were also 152 (22.6%) other homicides th at  could not be designated as either crime-reluted or conflict -motivated because the pe rpetr ato r was stil l unknown and no witnesses had been located who could provide sutfleient information to determin e motivation.

Turning nex t to geographic locations, both homicides and  assault s were grouped by police precinc ts. As shown in Tables V and  VI, the  location  pattern for assau lts  was quite  sim ilar to th at  for  homicides. Pre cincts  5, 10 and 13 have the greates t percentage  of both types  of incident s occu rring  within  the ir boundaries. It is of iine rest  to note tha t these thr ee  prec inct s have  grea ter  population dens ities  per  square mile than any of  the othe r prec incts .
CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

Characterist ics  of per jiet rato rs and  victim s of as saul ts and  homicides are  presented and compared in Tables VII thro ugh  XVI . Tab les VII through X present  the sex and age of victims and  pe rpetr ato rs of homicides  and of the per petra tor s of assaulls . For all per pet rators , tlie predom inant age category is 21-29? Thi s is also the larges t age group of homic ide victims. In addition, large p ercen tages of par tic ipa nts  in these two types of intera ctions a re also found in the uge groups of 30 through 39 a nd  40 through 49. These  thre e age groups account for 81.5% of all ass ault per pet rato rs, 71.6% of  all homicide perpetra tors , and 64.0% of all homicide victims . Tables VI II thro ugh  X clearly demo nstrate that  men are  by far  the most freque nt perpe tra tor s of both assaul ts and homicides, as  well as the p redominant victims of homicides.Analysis of the race  of pe rpetr ato rs and vict ims  of botli homicides and ass aults  indicates tha t De tro it’s black popu lation is the  most victimized. The term “vict imized” is used here  to ind icat e that  all pa rti cip an ts in both homicides and  assaul ts are viewed by the  wr ite rs as  victims , regardless  of whether  they become per petra tor s or victims in the nar row er sense of the term.(This will be more thoroughly  explained  in the discussion of conflict-motivated assau lts  and homicides.) Tables XI thro ugh  XII I show th at  83.3% of the homicide and 65.4% of the assau lt perpe tra tor s were black, as were  69.5% of the assau lt and 78.9% of the homicide victims . Although both type s of inte ract ion are  predominantly intra racial,  a grea ter  percentage of homicides fall into this  category than do assaults." It  was found that  77.1% of the homicides involved both black perpet rators  and black victims, while for ass aul ts the percentage averaged 53.7. The proportion of assault s in which both par tic ipa nts  were white w s 16.9%. while for homicides this category  constituted 13.8%. Only 9.1% of the homicides were interr aci al,  while 30.2% of the assau lts  fell into this  category .
Tables  XIV through XVI present ma rital sta tus , occupation and education of homicide par ticipan ts. Comparable da ta  was not ava ilab le for  persons who par- ticiimted in assault s. The two var iab les  of occupation and education  app ear  to be par ticula rly  significant in the ana lys is of homicides. Seventy  percen t of the per petra tor s and 65.2% of the victims are either  unemployed or employed at unskil led levels. According to 1970 census  dat a, 26.7% of all males over sixteen  (no smal ler categories  were provided)  in Detroit  are unemployed, and 58.3% of a ll females over sixteen are unemployed.  Census da ta for  al l employed persons in Detroit  provide the  following occu pational  breakdow n: unsk illed—21.1%, skilled blue collar—37.7%, whi te coll ar—29.1%, self-employed—.76% profes-

♦ Crime-related homicides are those which develop from the commission of ano ther crime, such as armed robbery.5 For  ass ault perpe trators, as one can see In Table  X. this  age category includes  persons 20—20.
’ One should note, however, th at  between 1971 and 1973 the  percentage of inte rrac ial ass aults Increased  4.8 percent, from 67.3 percent to 72.1 percent.



sional—11.4% / By comparing  occupat ion of a ll employed persons in Detroit  with 
occupation of Detro it homicide par ticipan ts, one finds that  the percentage of 
unskill ed homicide parti cip an ts is sligh tly higher tha n the percentage of unskilled  
in the  tot al popu lation, while  all othe r occupational categories have  lower per 
cen tages for homic ide part icipants  th an for  the c ity’s population.

M os t pe rpetr ato rs  (81.8%) and victim s (83.2%) have educ ational levels of 
6 to 10 years  or 11 to 12 yea rs. Census da ta education  catego ries differ f rom this 
stu dy ’s, but  for  all  persons oyer twen ty-four years of age the educational  d ist ri
but ion  is : 0-5 yea rs—7.2%, 6-11 years—82.9% 12 years— 11.8%, 13 years or 
more—6.2%.8 These two varia bles , occupation and  education, strongly indicate 
th a t homicide is a problem of social interactio n and  situat ion  th at  affects the 
lowest socioeconomic segments much more freq uent ly tha n other population 
segm ents  in the  c ity of D etro it.

Tab le XV II presents  crim inal  records of perpetra tor s and victims of De tro it’s 
1972 homicides." More tha n ha lf of all known perpet rators  (53.7%) and 33.3% 
of all  vict ims had crim inal  records  pri or to the  homicides. Although offenses 
(ch arg es and  convictions) are  listed  sepa rate ly, nearly all  the  crim inal  records 
l’or perpetr ato rs and  victim s include mult iple offenses. The mean number of 
offenses for  each pe rpetr ato r with  a prior record  is 2.7, while  t he  mean for  vic
tim s with  reco rds is 3.5. Comparable da ta eith er for  the tot al of De troit or for 
high homicide prec incts are  not available, bu t the city’s to tal  cr ime ra te  suggests  
th at a much smalle r percentage of the tota l population  tha n of homicide pa rti ci
pa nts pa rti cip ate  in c riminal  ac tivitie s.

Another app are ntly rele van t fac tor in homicides is the  use of alcoholic bev
era ges imm edia tely  prior to the incident. Of 560 homicides analyzed by members 
of the  Mayor's Committee. 32.5% or 182 of the  v ictims had blood alcohol levels of 
.10 or higher, according to the  Wayne County Medical Exa min er’s Office. This  
level ind ica tes  intox icat ion as defined by the Sta te of Michigan fo r test ing  drive rs. 
Ano ther  133 or 23.8% of the victims bad used alcohol to a lesser degree, indi cated 
by blood alcohol  levels of .01 to .09?° There is no comparable  inform atio n abou t 
pe rpetr ato rs,  however, since they are  not  always present  at  the  scene of the 
homicide and , even when they are, are not subjected to blood alcohol tes ts.11

One can observe from these general cha rac ter isti cs tha t the re ar e many simi
la ri tie s between homicides and assaults . These da ta also sugges t few differences 
between victims and perpet rato rs. This  is most observable for  homicides, since 
there are comparab le da ta  for a larger number of variables. As we tu rn  now to 
the focal poin t of  this report, conflict-motivated homicides and assaul ts, evidence  
is presented th at  confirms our assum ption  that  assau lts  and  homicides are  pa rt 
of a  continu um of conflict in teractions.
Conflict -motivated assaults and homicides

Conflict-motivated homicides are  the  predomi nan t type of homicide th at  oc
curre d in De tro it in 1972. Although it is somewhat difficult to ext rap ola te from 
a sample of 144 assaul ts, selected because they wrere  all conflict-motivated, to a 
pop ula tion  of 9,748, the wr ite rs are  of the opinion th at  it  is likely th at  the larg est  
pro por tion  of all ass aults  also fall into this category. Assaults or homicides 
catego rize d as conflict-motiva ted begin with  a var iety of inte rac tion s among 
persons who ar e acqu aintances, friends or rela tives . What is freq uent ly ini tia ted  
as  casua l or commonplace inte ract ion between these persons  becomes an intens i
fied interaction—usually  a verbal argument , physical fight or othe r form of con
flict. In thei r effo rts to end or resolve these conflicts, par tic ipants  freq uent ly use 
let ha l weapons and  homicides  or serious asa ult s resu lt. This rep or t’s ana lysi s of 
as saul ts and  homicides  th at  are conflict-motiva ted is an atte mp t to under stand

''G enera l Soci al and  Eco no m ic  C ha ra ct er is tics , M ic hi ga n:  in to  Cen su s o f Pop ul ation  ; 
B u re au  of  th e  Cen su s.  U.S . D epar tm ent of  Co mm erc e. Apr il  1972.  Cen su s tr a c ts  do  not 
co in ci de  a t a ll  w it h  po lic e pre ci nct s,  no r Is th ere  an y o th er so ur ce  of  po pula ti on  d a ta  avail 
ab le  ba sed up on  po lic e pre ci nct s.  As a re su lt . It  Is Im po ss ib le  to  mak e an y bu t cr ud e com
pari so ns be tw ee n ho mic ide p a rt ic ip a n ts  and  th e  gen er al  popula ti on  In pre cin cts  w ith  th e  
h ig hest  num be rs  of  ho m ic id es , al th ough  th e  chara c te ri s ti c s  of  ho mic ide p a rt ic ip a n ts  m os t 
lik el y re p re sen t th e  p re c in c ts  In  w hi ch  th e  p eo ple liv e.

s Ib id .
B Aga in , co m par ab le  d a ta  co uld no t be  obta in ed  fo r a ss au lt s.10 T h is  in fo rm ati on  was  m ad e av ai la ble  th ro ugh  th e  ki nd ne ss  of Den ni s I.  Nor dm oe  o f th e  

M ay or’s C om m it te e on  Alcoh ol ism  Pr ob lem s.  I t  is  fr om  a re p o rt  en ti tl ed  “Al co ho l R el at ed  
V io le nt D eath s. ” pre pare d  fo r th e  City  of D etr o it  In Ma y 1973.

11 D a ta  a re  a ls o unavai la b le  fo r a ssa u lt  p a rt ic ip an ts .
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th os e fa cto rs  wh ich  ma y be mos t us ef ul in  ef fo rt s to  pre ven t some  f u tu re  vio le nt 
co nf lic ts o r dete r thos e m os t lik ely to  become  tr an sf orm ed  in to  viol en t a ssa u lt s  
or  homicid es.

Th e ge og ra ph ic al  d is tr ib u ti on  of  co nf lict -m ot iv at ed  ho mic ides  is di sp la ye d in  
Tab le  XVI11  an d in di ca te s th a t P re cin ct 5 w as  th e lo ca tion  of th e  la rg es t pe r
ce nt ag e of  th es e in te ra cti ons. * 11 As  no ted earl ie r,  P re ci nct  5 w as  al so  th e lo ca tion 
of  t he gre a te st  nu m be r o f to ta l ho mic ides  an d ass au lt s.

TAB LE X V II I. — CO NF LICT -M OTIVA TE D HO MICIDE S BY POL ICE PRECINCT

Confl ict -mot iva ted homicides

Precinct Number Percent

1....................................................................................................................................................................... 26 8. 05

2.......................................................................................................................................................................  34 10. 53
4 .......................................................................................................................................................................  10 3 .0 9
5 .......................................................................................................................................................................  51 15. 79
6 . .....................................................................................................................................................................  25 7 .7 4
7.......................................................................................................................................................................  37 11.4 6

10 ........................................................................................................................................................................ 38 11.7 6
11 .......................................................................................................................................................................  15 4 .6 4
12 .......................................................................................................................................................................  10 3 .0 9
13 .......................................................................................................................................................................  30 9 .2 9
14 .......................................................................................................................................................................  18 5 .5 7
15. ...................................................................................................................................................................... 24 7 .4 3
16........................................................................................................................................................................ 5 1 .5 5

Tota l....................................................................................................................................................  323

No t s ur pr is in gly , th e la rg est  p er ce nta ge of c on fl ic t-m ot iv at ed  hom ici des o cc urr ed  
on we ek en ds , as  was  th e ca se  w ith  al l ca se s of bo th  ho micide an d a ssau lt . 
Sp ec ifica lly , 182 or  53.9% too k pl ac e on a wee ke nd  day .11 Thu s,  th er e is a peak  
co nc en tr at io n of  co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ho mic ides  a t on e tim e (w ee ke nd s)  an d lo ca 
tio n (P re c in ct Fi ve ) ; w ith a gra duall y  de cr ea si ng fr eq ue nc y of  t he se  ac ts  acro ss  
th e re m ai ni ng  pr ec in ct s an d da ys .

W ea po ns  used  du ring conf lic t in te ra cti ons w er e an al yzed  fo r co nf lic t-m ot iv at ed  
ho mi cid es , bu t no t fo r th e co mpa riso n sa m pl e of  ass au lt s.  Tab le  X IX  p re sen ts  
weapons us ed  in co nf lic t-m ot ivat ed  ho mic ides . A lth ou gh  han dg uns cl ea rly p re 
do m in ate.  Tab le  XX  show s th a t handguns w er e us ed  21% less  of te n in co nf lic t- 
m ot iv at ed  homi cid es  th an  in al l o th er ho mic ides , w hi le  ea ch  of th e o th er ty pes o f 
we ap on s wer e used  mo re fr eq uen tly  in c on fl ic t-m ot iv at ed  h om ic ides . T his  v a ri a ti on  
may  1m* ex pl ai ne d by th e tend en cy  of  pe rs on s wh o a re  arg u in g  or  ligh ting  to  
ob ta in  w hat ev er  we apon  ma y be re ad ily  avai la ble  in th e ir  ef fo rt s to  re so lve th e  
confl ict . In  ma ny  cases, ha ndg uns  were ea si ly  ac ce ss ib le , b u t in  ot he rs  kn iv es , 
hu nt in g rif les  or  sh ot gu ns , an d ev en  su ch  ob je ct s as ba rb ec ue  fo rk s w ere  
su bst itu te d .

An an al ysi s of lo ca tion s in d ic ate s th a t th e va st  m ajo ri ty  of  c on fl ic t-m ot iv at ed  
ho mic ides  (225  or  7(5.4%) oc cu rr ed  in p ri va te  home s, as  on e mig ht  ex pe ct  gi ve n 
th e na tu re  o f re la tion sh ip s an d so ci al  in te ra cti on  p a tt e rn s  a mon g the part ic ip an ts . 
Al thou gh  it see ms  re as on ab le  to  as su m e th a t a si m il ar p a tt e rn  of  lo ca tio ns  wou ld  
be fou nd  fo r co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ass au lt s,  th is  var ia ble  w as  no t includ ed  in th e  
ass au lt  stud y.  Of  t he se  pri vate  ho mes  w her e ho mic ides  occ ur re d.  DC o r 28.7% w er e 
th e re side nc e of  b oth  vict im  an d i>e ri>etra tor , 78 or  2 3.4%  w er e homes of  i>e ri>etra- 
to rs , 4(1 or  14.7% were ho me s of  vi ct im s,  an d 32 or  9.0% w er e reside nc es  of  re la 
tive s or  fr ie nds  of  e it her vi ct im  or  perp e tr a to r. 14

11 T hese  da ta  we re  no t co lle cte d fo r co nf lic t-m ot iv ated  n ss au lt s sinc e th e In fo rm at io n  fo r th is  sa mple would  no t ha ve  been re le van t.
11 On a da lly brea kd ow n,  36 (1 0 .7 % ) co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ho micides  ha pp en ed  on M on da vs  41 (1 2 .1 % ) on Tu es da ys . 34 (1 0 .7 % ) on W ed ne sd ay . 44 (1 3 .0 % ) on T hurs day s 59  

(1 7 .5 % ) on Friday s.  73 (2 1 .6 % ) on S atu rd ays,  an d 50 (1 4 .8 % ) on Su nd ay s Ag ain th is  
d a ta  item  wa s no t co lle cte d fo r co nf lic t m ot iv at ed  ass au lt s becaus e of  th e  sa mple siz e '

“ T hir ty -n in e (1 1.7 % ) o th er co nf lict -m ot iv at ed  ho mici des ha pp en ed  in plac es  of  busi 
ne ss  17 in  ba rs , 6 in victi m- or  per pet ra to r- ow ned  bu sin es se s. 8 in vi ct im s o r p e rp e tr a to rs ’ 
places  of em ploy men t, an d 8 in o th er  bu sin es se s. In  ad di tion  to  th es e 25 (7 5% ) occ urr ed  
on  pu bl ic  st re et s,  3 (0 .9 % ) oc cu rred  in  al le vs . an d 12 (3 .6 % ) ha pp en ed  in  var io us o th e r  places .
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TABLE X IX .— WEAPONS USED IN  CO NF LICT -M OT IVAT ED  HO MICIDES

•4

Weapon

Handgun
Shotg un.
R if le ___
K n if e .. ..
Beat ing
A rs on.. .
O th e r.. ..

Total

Confl ict -motivated homicides

Number Percent

178 52. 7
28 8 .3
38 11 .2
57 16 .7
15 4 .4

4 1.2
18 5 .3

338 _____ ______  .

TABLE X X.-W EAPO NS USED IN NO N-CO NF LICT  HO MICIDE S COMPARED WITH CO NF LICT -M OT IVAT ED  
HO MICIDE S

Nonconflict
-------------------- ----------------------------- Percent

Weapon Number Percent di ffe rence*

Handgun..................................................................................................... .....................
Shotgun ............................................................................................................................
Ri fle .......................................................................................................................... ........
K n i fe . . . ._______________ ____________ _______ ________________________
Bea ting................... .........................................................................................................
Arson.................................................................................................................................
Othe r.................................................................................................................................

246 73.7 + 2 1 . Q
20 5 .9 - 2 . 4
12 3 .6 - 7 . 6
25 7 .5 - 9 . 2
13 3 .9 - . 5
3 .9 - . 3

15 4 .5 - . 8

1 Percent difference refers  to percent more or less than percent for  conflict-motivated homicides.

CH ARACTE RIS TIC S OF PA RTIC IP A N TS IN  CO NF LICT -M OT IV AT ED  H O M IC ID ES AN D ASS A ULTS

4

In  ta bl es  X X I th ro ug h XL , th e chara cte ri st ic s of  p art ic ip an ts  in  conf lic t- 
m ot iv at ed  ho micides  an d ass au lt s are  pr es en te d an d th en  co m pa re d w ith char
ac te ri st ic s of  part ic ip an ts  in non-c onflict ho micides . F o r ass au lt s,  d a ta  were 
co lle cte d fo r vi ct im s on ly,  th us lim it in g th e co m par ab il ity so m ew ha t. The  ca te 
go ry  “no n-co nt iic t” in clud es  thos e ho micides  th a t re su lt ed  from  th e c om missio n of  
ano th er c rim e (e.g ., a rm ed  r ob be ry ) an d th os e of  unk ow n or ig in .

Not  su rp ri si ng ly , males  cl ea rly pre do m in at e bo th  as  vi ct im s and  perp etr a to rs  
in  bo th  type s of  homi cid e, and part ic u la rl y  in non-conf lic t ho micides . All  but 
12 of  th e fe m ale perp etr a to rs  of  1972 ho mic ides  were inv olve d in  co nf lic t-m ot i
vat ed  ho mi cid es . W hat  is  su rr p is in g  is  th a t 123 or  85.4%  of th e  vi ct im s of  co n
fl ic t-mot ivated  ass au lt s were women , whi le  on ly  21 or  14.6% w er e me n. The  
w ri te rs  in te rp re t th is  fin ding  to  me an  th a t wo me n more fr eq ue nt ly  ta ke  com
pla in ts  to th e po lice when they  ar e  as sa u lt ed  th an  do  men, ra th e r th an  in dic at in g  
th a t mos t vict im s of  co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ass au lt s are  women. In  oth er  words , 
sinc e da ta  were ob ta in ed  on in te rv ie w s whe n fo rm al  co m pl aint s were be ing mad e,  
th e  sa m ple is ne ce ss ar ily  re st ri ct ed  to  thos e pe rs on s who were m ot iv at ed  to  re gi s
te r  su ch  co mpl aint s.  F or ho mi cid es , it  is  in te re st in g  to  no te  (T ab le s X X II  and 
X X IV ) th a t al l fif tee n in st an ce s in which  one wom an  ki lle d anoth er were ho m i
cide s re la te d  to  confl ict s.

The  mo st sign ifi ca nt  s ta ti s ti c  on ra ce  of  perp etr a to rs  an d vi ct im s is  th a t 
only 3%  of  co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ho mic ides  were in te rr ac ia l (T ab le  X X V I) . Mo re 
th an  80%  of  bo th part ic ip an ts  in  ho mic ides  m ot iv at ed  by ar gum en ts  were bl ac k 
(T ab le  X XV ). F or th e ass au lt  sample, it  w as  fo un d th a t 103 or  71.5% of  th es e 
vict im s were blac k an d 38 or  27.1% were whi te.  A lth ou gh  ta ble  X X V II I show s 
th a t non-c onflict ho mic ides  were 18.9% more like ly  to be in te rr ac ia l th an  w er e 
co nf lic t-m ot ivated  ho mi cid es , 70.6% of  th e cr im e re la te d  ho micides  invo lved  
blac k i»er pe trator s an d vict im s. W hi le  th e d a ta  fo r bo th  ass au lt s an d ho mic ides  
cl ea rly  in di ca te  th a t bl ac ks  a re  vict im ized  by such  violence  fo r mo re  th an  any 
ot her  of D etr o it 's  ci tiz en s,  th e soc io-eco nomic fa ct ors  of  th e in di vi du al s,  and of  
th e  pr ec in ct s in wh ich  they  live, to  be di sc us se d sh or tly , are  un do ub tedl y more 
re le va nt  t han  ra ce  to an  under st an din g of th es e viol en t in te ra ct io ns.
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Ta ble s XX IX, XXX, X X X II I,  XXXV, XX XV I, an d XX XI X prese nt the ag e 
di st rib ut ion and  mar ita l st at us of  p ar tic ip an ts  in con flict-mo tivate d as sa ul ts  an d 
homicides. Th e ages of pe rj ie trat or s an d vic tim s of con flict-mo tivated hom icides 
ar e well di st rib ut ed  from IB to 49 (Tab le X X IX ),  th us  age —eithe r youth  or 
m at ur ity—is appa rent ly  not  an  inf luencing fa ct or  in thes e cases . Th ere does 
seem  to be a re leva nt  age dif fe rent ia l for  i»ersons who  were vic tim s of conflict - 
mo tiv ate d assault s. The la rg es t perce nta ge,  09.5, were between 20 and  30 (T ab le  
XXX). All pa rt ic ip an ts  in these con flic t-m otivat ed vio len t in te ract ions  dif fer 
in ag e from pe rp et ra to rs  of nou -conlli ct homicides. Thi s la tt e r grou p, predom i
na nt ly  invo lved  in crime  re la ted homicides, ar e you nger,  more co nc en tra ted in 
the 10 to 29 category. ’

Ed ucati on  and  occ upa tion  ar e pre sente d in Ta bles  XXXI, XXXII,  XX XIV,  
XX XV II,  XX XV III , an d XL. Th ese  va ria bles  ar e am ong th e most meanin gful 
to an  un de rs tand ing of the se vio len t ac ts an d in te ract ions . Wh ile ther e is very 
li tt le  difference  in educ ati on al leve l betw een th e hom icid e vic tim s and pe rp et ra 
tor s, th er e ar e difference s between those two groups  an d as sa ul t vic tims. Per 
son s involved in hom icid es we re ne ar ly  evenly di st ribu te d between th e educ a
tio na l levels of 0 to 10 ye ar s an d 11 to 12 ye ars, bu t as sa ul t vic tim s were 
predom inan tly  in the 11 to 12 y ea r category  and we re twice  a s likely  to ha ve  ha d 
some education  beyond high school (Tab les  XXX I an d X X X II ).  Tli e occ upa 
tio na l leve l of all  per son s involved in ei th er  a ss au lt s or  hom icides  th a t dev eloped  
fro m conf licts , however,  is ne ar ly  ide nti ca l. Ap prox im ate ly 70%15 of thes e pe r
son s we re ei ther  unemployed (Tab les  XX XV II an d X X X V II I) . These  two 
va ria bles  locate  mos t con flic t-m otivat ed as sa ul ts  an d hom icides in the low est  
socioeconomic segmen ts of the ci ty ’s po pu lat ion ,1’ al thou gh  the y sti ll do no t 
ex plain  why  some socioeco nomically dep rived pe rso ns  ar e involved in such vio
lenc e w hile the  m ajo rity ar e not .

TABLE XXI.-S EX OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Sex

Perpetrators Victims

Number Percent Number Percent

Male .............. ......................................  248 74.3 263 77 .8
Female__________ _____ ______ ...................................... 86 25.7 75 22 .2

Total...................................... ......................................  334 .......... 338 _____

TABLE XX II.—SEX OF PERPETRATORS BY SEX OF VICT IMS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Perpetrators

Sex

Male

Number

Female

Percent Number Percent

Victims:
Ma le......... ......... ............... ....... .......... ..................... . . .  188 56.3 71 21 .3
Female........................ .......... ......................................  60 18.0  15 4.5

’• S pecif ica lly , th es e pe rc en ta ge s a re  71.2'%  fo r ho micide p erp etr a to rs , 64 .2% fo r ho m i
cide  vi ct im s an d 75 .7%  fo r a ssa u lt  v ic tim s.

*• A lth ou gh  co m pa ra tive  da ta  ar e no t av ai la bl e fo r th e  ge ne ra l po pul at io n livi ng  in  po lice  
pre ci nct s in wh ich  co nf lic t-m ot iv ated  ho micides  ar e mos t nu m er ou s,  It  is  th e  w rit e rs ’ 
op in io n th a t homicid e p art ic ip an ts  a re  pr ob ab ly  qu it e si m il ar  to  o th er  re si den ts  In th ese  
co m m un it ie s.
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TABLE XXI11.— SEX OF PER PETRATOR S A ND VIC TIMS OF NONCON FLICT HO MICIDE S COMPARED WITH CO NF LICT - 

MO TIV ATED HO MICIDE S

Nonconflict  perpetrators Nonconflict victims

Sex
Percent

Nu mbe r Percent di ffe renc e1 Numb er
Percen t

Percent di ffe renc e*

M ale ....................................... 181 93.8  + 1 9 .5  284 85.5  + 7 . 7Fe male.................................. 12 6 .2  - 1 9 .5  48 14. 5 - 7 . 7
■* ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 Percent difference refers to percent more or  less than percent for  conflict-m otivated  homicides.

TABLE X X IV .- S E X  OF PERPETRATORS BY SEX OF V IC T IM S  OF NO NCON FLICT HOMICIDES COMPARED WITH 
CO NF LICT -MOT IVA TED HO MICIDE S

Nonconflic t perpetrato rs

Male Female

Sex Numb er
Percent

Percent diffe re nce 1
Percen t

Nu mb er Percent dif ference *

Nonconflict vict ims:
Male..............................  141 82 .5  + 2 6 .2  18 5 .8  - 1 5 . 5Female.......................... 20 11 .7  - 6 . 3  0 0 - 4 . 5

1 Percent difference refers  to percent more or less than  percent for  confl ict-mo tivated homicides.

TAB LE XXV .-R A C E  OF PERPETRATORS AND VIC TIMS OF CO NF LICT -MOT IVA TED HO MICIDE S

Pe rpetrators Victims

Race Nu mber Percent Nu mber Percent

Black _____
W hite...........

Total

274  82.5  272 80 .7
58 17. 5 64 19. 3

332  .............................. 337 ................... ...........

TABLE X X V I. -R A C E  OF PERPETRATORS BY RACE OF VICTIMS OF CO NFLIC T-M OT IVA TED HO MICIDE S*
Black Victims

Race Nu mbe r Percent Nu mber Percent

Victims:
Black.......................................................................................... 265 80 .1  1 0 .3Wh ite ..................................... .................................................... 9 2 .7  56 16.9
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TABLE X X V II .— RACE OF PERPETRATORS ANO VICTIMS OF NO NCON FLICT HO MICIDE S COMPARED TO CO NF LICT - 

MO TIV ATED HO MICIDE S

Race

Nonconflict  perpetrato rs Nonconflict  victims

Num ber
Percent

Percent diffe re nce 1 Numb er Percent
Percent 

difference  1

Black ______  . 165 84.6  + 2 .1 258 77 .7 - 3
Wh ite .............................. 30 15 .4 - 2 . 1 74 22 .3 + 3

1 Percent difference refers to percent more c r less th in  percent for confl ict -motivated homicides.

TABLE X X V II I.  RACE OF PERPETRATORS BY RACE OF VIC TIM S OF NO NC ON FL ICT HO MICIDE S COMPARED WITH 
CO NF LICT -MOT IVA TED HO MICIDE S

Race

Nonconflic t perpetrato rs Nonconflict victims

Num ber
Percent

Percent diff er en ce 1 Numb er
Percent

Percent dif ference *

Nonconflict victims:
Bl ack.......................... 113 70. 6 - 9 .  5 10 6. 3 + 6 .0
White ............... . . . . 25 15 .6  + 1 2 .9 12 7 .5 - 9 . 4

1 Percent difference refers to percent more or less than  percent for c onflic t-m otivated  homicides.

TAB LE XX IX .--A G E OF PERPETRATORS AND VIC TIMS OF CONFLIC T-M OTIVATED  HOMICIDES

Perpetrators Victims

Age Num ber Percent Number Percent

1 to 15 ................................. ...........................  7 2 .2 29 8 .6
16 to 20 .............................. 34 10 .7 35 10 .4
21 to 29 .............................. 112 35.2 98 29.0
30 to 39 ................... 70 22.0 71 21. 0
40 to 49 . 60 18 .9 49 14 .5
50 to 5 9 ____ _________ ........................  22 6 .9 35 10 .4
60 plus ............................... 13 4 .1 21 6 .2

Tota l......................................................................................  318 .............................. 338 ..............................

TABLE X X X .- A G E  OF VIC TI MS OF CO NF LICT -M OTIVA TE D ASSAULTS

Age

10 to 19. . 
20 to 29 
30 to 39 
40 to 49 . 
50 to 59 . 
60 to 69 . 
70 to 79

Num ber Percent

20 13.8
61 42.4
39 29. 1
14 9 .7
7 4 .9
2 1.4
1 .7

1 4 4 ..............................

S

Tota l....................................................................................................................................................
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TABLE XX XI.— EDUCATION OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Perpetra tors Vic tims

Education Number Percent Number Percent

0 to 5........................... ............. ....... ____ _____ ____ _ 31 14.4 9 16. 76 to 10 ................. ................. ......... ............  .................. 87 40.3 21 38.911 to 12............................................. ........................ ..  87 40.3 20 37.013 p lu s .. .......................................... . _____ ______  11 5.1 4 7.4
To ta l........................ ......... . ...................................... 2 1 6 ........... 5 4 .........

TABLE X X X II — EDUCATION OF VICTIMS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED ASSAULTS

Education Number Percent

0 to 6 years.................. ..................................................................................................................7 to 10 years................................................................................................................................ .
11 to 12 years.................................................................................................................................
13 years or ove r. ..... ............. ..................... ......................... ........... ...........................................

3 2.2
40 29.4
72 52.9
21 15.4

To ta l..................................................................................................................................... 1 3 6 ...........................

TABLE XXXIII .— AGE OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF NONCONFLICT HOMICIDES COMPARED WITH CONFLICT- 
MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Nonconf lict perpetrators Nonconflict  v ictims

Age Number Percent
Percent 

difference * Number Percent
Percent

di ffe rence1

1 to 15......................... 11 5.6 + 3 .4 9 2.7 - 5 .916 to 20....................... 47 23.9 +13 .2 38 11.5 + 1 .121 to 29___________ 91 46.2 +11 .0 129 39.0 +1 0 .030 to 39........... ........... 25 12.7 - 9 .3 45 13.6 - 7 .440 to 49__________ 11 5.6 -1 3 .3 38 11.5 - 3 .050 to 59___________ 8 4. 1 - 2 .8 39 11.8 +  1.460 or over_________ 4 2.0 - 2 .1 33 9.9 + 3 .7

1 Percent difference refers to percent more or  less than percent for  co nflic t-motivated  homicides.

TABLE XXXIV .— EDUCATION OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF NONCONFLICT HOMICIDES COMPARED WITH 
CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

* Nonconflict  perpetrators Nonconflict  v ictim s

Education Number Percent
Percent 

diffe rence * Number Percent
Percent

diff erence*

0 to 5 years....................... 17 14.2 - 0 .2 4 5.6 -1 1 .16 to 10 years__________ 38 31.7 - 8 .6 25 35.2 - 3 .711 to 12' years ............... 63 52.5 +12 .2 38 52.5 +1 6 .513 years or  over_______ 2 1.7 - 3 .4 4 5.6 - 1 .8

* Percent d ifference refers  to percent more or  less than percent fo r conf lict-mot ivated homic ides.

TABLE XXXV.— MARITAL STATUS OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Perpetrators Vict ims
Mari tal status Number Percent Number Percent

S in g le .. ....................................................................................
Ma rrie d.....................................................................................
Common la w . . . ............................ ......... ......... .....................
Separated.................................................................................
Divorced_____ _______ ________ _______ ___________
Widowed................ . ............... ...............................................

To ta l..............................................................................

113 38.3 124 40.
93 31.5 94 30.
50 16.9 41 13.
29 9.8 34 11.
9 3.1 13 4.
1 .3 2

295 ..........................  308 ...........................



TABLE XXXVI.— MA RITA L STATUS  OF VIC TIM S OF CO NF LICT -M OT IVAT ED  ASSAULTS

Ma rital status Number Percent

M a r r i e d . . . . . . . . ............................................................................................................................ .............
Sing le__________ ______________ ___________________ _________________________________
Sepa rated ........................................................................................................................................................
Divorced .........................................................................................................................................................
Common la w ........................ .. ....................................... . .................................................. ..........................
Widowed........... .. ............................. ................. ............................................................. ..............................
U n k n o w n .. .__________________________________ _______________________________ ______

69 47.9
37 2 5.7
16 11.1
8 5 .6
8 5 .6
3 2.1
3 2.1

Tota l..................................................................................................................................................... 144 10 0.0

TAB LE X X X II .— OCCUPA TION OF PERPETRATORS AND VIC TI MS OF CO NF LICT -M OTIVA TE D HO MICIDE S

Occupation

Perpetra tors Victims

Number Percent Number Percent

Unemplo yed ........................................................
Unskilled  .......................................................

............................. 114
81

41.6
29.6

98
65

38.6
25.6

Sk ille d blue collar.......................................................................... 15 5 .5 21 8. y
Wel fa re ........................................ ................... .. .................. ........... 1 .4  .
Housewife ................... ..................................... ............................. 21 7 .7 15 5 .9
Sel f-em plo ye d. ............................ ................... .............................. 3 1.1 3 1.2
Pro fessional .................................................. 4 1.5 7 2 .8
Other wh ite  collar ............................................ .............................  30 10 .9 37 14. 6
Re tired ................................................................ ............................. 5 1.8 8 3 .1

Tota l. 274 254

TABLE X X X V II I. — OCCUPATION OF VIC TIMS OF CO NF LICT -M OTIVA TE D ASSAULTS

Occupation Number Percent

Unemployed  (ho usew ife )____ ____________________________ ___________________ ______ _
Unsk iiled/labor _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . __ . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ski lled ................................................................... ............................................. ............................................
Stude nt ............................................................................................................................................................
P ro fe ss io n al. .. .............................. ................... ........................................................................................
Service .............................................................................................................................................................
Lan dlo rd.................... .................................... ................................................................................................
Un know n_________ ___________________________________________ ______ _______________

77
32
4
8
4

14
2
3

53.
22.

2.
5.
2.
9.
1.
2.

5
2
8
5
8
T
4
1

Total 1 4 4 ..............................

TAB LE X XX IX .— MA RITAL STATUS OF PERPETRATORS AND VIC TIM S OF NONCON FLICT HOMICIDES COMPARED 
WITH CO NF LICT -M OT IVAT ED  HOMIC IDE S

Nonconflict perpetrators Nonconfl ict victims

Marita l status Numb er Percent
Percent

dif ference* Num ber Percent
Percen

dif ference

S in g le ................................ 95 68 .8 + 3 0 .5 143 52.0 + 1 1 .
Ma rried _______________ 29 21 .0 - 1 0 .5 80 29 .1 - 1 .
Common la w ..................... 6 4.3 - 1 2 .6 6 2 .2 - 1 1 .
Separated.......................... 5 3 .6 - 6 . 2 20 7 .3 - 3 .
Divorced............................ 2 15 .4 - 1 2 .3 14 5.1 + . !
Widowed............................ 1 .7 + . 4 12 4 .4 + 3 .1

1 Percent difference refers to percent more or less than percent for con flict -motivated homicides.



1227

TABLE XL.— OCCUPATION OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF NONCONFLICT HOMICIDES COMPAREO WITH 
CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Occupation

Nonconf lict perpetrators Nonconflic t vict ims

Number Percent i
Percent

difference Number Percent
Percent 

di ffe rence1

Unemployed................ 76 43.9 + 2 .3 105 43.2 + 9 .6
Uns kil led..................... • 42 24.3 - 5 .3 67 27 .6 + 2 .0
Sk ille d blue col lar___ 9 5.2 - . 3 17 7.0 - 1 .3
Welfare ...................... 0 0 - . 4 1 . 4 + . 4
Housewife................... 1 .6 - 6 .1 10 4.1 - 1 . 8
Se lf-emp loy ed............ 13 7.5 + 6 .4 14 5.8 + 4 . 6
Professional,.  ........ 19 11.0 + 9 .5 8 3.3 + . 5
Other white col lar___ 12 6.9 - 4 .0 28 11. 5 - 3 .1
Re tire d........................ 1 .6 - 1 .2 10 4.1 +  1.0

1 Percent difference refers to percent more or less than percent for  conflic t-motivated homicides.

TABLE XL I.— RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS IN CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HOMICIDES

Relationship Number Percent

Husband and w ife .....................................- ....................................
Husband and wife liv ing a p a r t . . . . ...............................................
Parent and ch ild ...............................................................................
Parent and adu lt c hi ld .....................................................................
Other adult  rela tives................... . ..................................................
Friends or acqua intances'® living t o g e th e r. .. ............................
Friends involved in prim ary relatio nsh ips l b .................................
Friends or acquaintances10 involved in secondary relationships
Neighbors..........................................................................................
Coworkers.........................................................................................
Strangers ...........................................................................................
Others................................................................................................

Total ....................................................................................... 335

19.0
4.1
4.7
2.1
2.7
4.7

16.3
28 .9

3.0
1.2
5.0
7. 8

1 More specifically, these categories inc lude: (a) roommates, (b ) persons having constant, inte rdepen den t, int imate  
■contacts, and (c ) persons having casual, interm ittent,  independent contacts.

SOCIAL SIT UA TIO NS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HO MICID ES AND AS SAUL TS

Relationships between partic ipants in conflict-motivated assaults and homi
cides ; interaction patterns before, during and afte r these ac ts ; and other at tr i
butes of the social situation in which such acts occur all contribute to an under
standing of these kinds of violent acts. Table XLI shows that the greate st pro
portion of conflict-motivated homicides happen between persons who are friends 

♦  or acquaintances involved in relationships of varying degrees of intimacy and 
frequency of contacts. For assaults (Table XL II),  however, the larges t per
centage of participants were husband and wife. The second largest group of 
partic ipants in conflict-motivated assaults were fr iends or acquaintances, while 
for homicides it was husbands and wives.

TABLE XL II.— RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIMS TO PERPETRATORS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED ASSAULTS

Relationship Number Percent

Married (common law) ......................... ........................................................................................
Fa ther ................. . ................................ ........................... ............................................................
Mother.......................... ..................................................................................................................
Siblings............................................................................................................................................
Ch ildren..........................................................................................................................................
Neighbors__________________ ____ ____________________ _______________________
Land lord—Tenant..........................................................................................................................
Friends—A cquaintance........................................... ....................................................................
Unknown.........................................................................................................................................

72 50.0
1 .7
3 2.1
2 1.3
4 2.8
7 4.9
5 3.5

46 31 .9
4 2. 8

Tota l.................................................................................................................................... 1 4 4 ...........................
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Th e so cial se tt in g  of  vi ol en t in te ra cti ons al so  br oa de ns  ou r pe rs pe ct iv e co n
ce rn in g th es e ph en om en a. 1'* Most co nf lic t-m ot iv at ed  homicides  oc cu rred  in  so ci al  
se tt in gs whe re  pe rson s o th er th an  vi ct im  or p erp etr a to r ei th er  ob se rv e th e  
ar gum en t an d en su in g ho mic ide or a re  invo lved  in  th e confl ict  which  pr ec ed es  
th e  homicid e. In  253 (7(5.2%) of th e  11)72 co nf lic t-m ot iv at ed  ho micides , per so ns  
o th er th an  vict im  or  perp e tr a to r were pr es en t, w hi le  on ly vict im  an d i»er i»e tra tor  
w er e pre se n t in 79 (2 3. 7% ).  F or th os e ca se s in which  oth er s w er e invo lved  
to  some  degree . Ta ble X L II I sh ow s th e re la ti onsh ip  be tw ee n thos e pe rs ons and  
vi ct im s an d per pet ra to rs .

TA BL E X L II I. — PERSON S OTHER THEN  PE RP ET RA TO RS  OR VI CT IM S INV OLVED IN CO NF LIC T-M OT IV AT ED  
HOM ICID ES

Relationship to vic tims  or p erpetrators

Relat ives of vi ctim s................................. ............................. ......... ................. ........... .................
Relatives  of perpetrators ........................................... ..................................................................
Relatives of both.............................................................................................................................
Frien ds, acquaintances of neighbors  of vic tim s..........................................................................
Frien ds, acquaintances or neighbors  of p erpet rators .............................. ..................................
Frien ds, acquaintances or neighbors of b o th .. .........................................................................
Combinations of the ab o ve .. ................ .......................................................................................
Stranger s.........................................................................................................................................

Number Perc ent

13 5 .0
10 3. 9
27 10 .4
11 4. 2
15 5. 9
86 32 .8
93 35 .5
7 2 .7

T o ta l. ..................... ..................... ....................... ............................................................... 262 ...........................

CONFLIC T INTERA CTION CH AR AC TE RIS TIC S

Alth ou gh  pr ec ise s ta ti s ti ca l d a la  were no t gath ere d  by th e in ves tigat in g po lic e 
co nc erni ng  th e de gree  of  invo lv em en t of  th ese  per so ns in  th e confl ict s and ho m i
cid es , th e n a tu re  of  tli e vari ous type s of  in vo lv em en t ca n be de sc ribe d in a 
gen er al  way .1* In  man y ca ses, th es e o th er jre rso ns  w er e m er ely ob se rv er s of  co n
fl ic ts  or  ho micides  or bo th . Th ey  wer e a t part ie s w ith  th e vi ct im  or perp e tr a to r,  
a t a ne ighb or ho od  bar  w ith  th em , or  per hap s v is it in g  th e  home  of one of  them . 
In  o th er in st an ce s,  th es e per so ns  were inv olved to  some de gr ee  in th e  arg um ent 
pr ec ed in g th e homi cid e, in th e ho micide it se lf , o r bo th . So met im es  one of  th es e 
o th er pe rson s w as  a pri m ar y  part ic ip an t in th e  co nf lic t pr ec ed in g th e  ho mic ide,  
w ith  e it her th e  pe rson  wh o be ca m e th e  vi ct im  or th e  on e wh o be ca me th e  pe r-  
li e tr a to r in te rv en in g to st op  th e ar gum en t or to  o th er w is e re so lve it.  In  o th er 
ca ses, th es e o th er ]M*rsons e it her at te m pte d  to  re so lv e co nf lic ts be tw ee n vi ct im s 
an d perp e tr a to rs ; were eq ua lly invo lved  in th e arg um en ts , b u t no t in  th e re su lt 
in g ho mic ides ; or  were in te ns el y inv olve d in  th e  en ti re  in te ra cti on  sequence , 
in cl ud in g an d fo llo wing th e h om icide.

On e se gm en t of  th e comp lex  in te ra ct io n  sequ en ce s th a t prec ed e th es e ho m ic ides  
is  th e in it ia tion  of  th e confl ict . In  145 (4 5.5% ) of th e  ho micides  re su lt in g  from  
ar gu m en ts , pe rson s wh o be ca me vi ct im s in it ia te d  th e  co nf lic t in te ra ct io ns,  w hi le  
l>e rpe tra tor .s in it ia te d  co nf lic ts in  123 ( 38 .0%) in st an ce s.  In  ano th er 26 (8 .3 % ) 
ca ses, vict im s an d perj ie tr a to rs  m utu all y  in it ia te d  th e conf lic ts,  w hi le  in  25 
(7 .8 % ) ca ses some one o th er th an  pei q ie tr at ors  or vi ct im s be gan th e ar gum en ts . 
In  230 ( 09 .8% ) of  th es e ho mic ides , perp e tr a to rs  br ou gh t we ap on s in to  th e co n
flict,  w hi le  vict im s did so  in  21 (0 .2 % ) ca ses, and bot h part ic ip an ts  in tr oduce d 
wea po ns  in  75) (23.4% ) ca se s.  A lth ou gh  vi ct im s w er e more lik ely  th an  per
p e tr a to rs  to  in it ia te  th e ar gum en t,  th ey  w er e al so  muc h le ss  like ly  to  in tr oduce  
we ajtons. I t ap pea rs  th a t in m an y ca se s,  th e  vi ct im s mis ju dg ed  tli e in te nsi ty  of  
th e  em ot ions  w hich  th ey  w er e a ro usi ng .

P erp e tr a to rs  wh o bro ugh t le th al wea po ns  in to  th es e co nf lic ts had  th em  on  
th e ir  i»ersons in  5 2.3% of 102 of  t he  c ases . A no th er  138  o r 44.5% ob ta in ed  wea po ns  
fr om  th e  plac es  in  which  th es e ho mic ides  oc cu rred , 3 (1 % ) ob ta in ed  th em  fr om  
ca rs , an d 7 (2 .3% ) pr oc ur ed  th e ir  wea po ns  el se whe re . Of  a ll  vi ct im s who  in tr o 
du ce d we ap on s in to  co nf lic t-mot ivated  ho micides , 09 (0 5.7% ) had  th em  on  th e ir18 Asrain. these data were collected only for conflict-motivated homicides.”  AH data and Interp retatio ns of conflict situat ions are based upon statements of perpetrators and of witnesses of these homicides. A bias is thus unavoidable, since the perpetrat ors  and often the witnesses may want to protect themselves and since the victims have no opportunity to describe the incidents.



persons, while  32 (30.5%) obtain ed weapons from the places in which these 
homicides occurred. Two victims (1.0%) obtained weapons from cars , while an 
other two (1.9%) obta ined  them elsewhere. Whethe r or not the  pa rti cip an ts 
intended or expected violence at  the outset of the ir interact ions , many were 
equipped to resolve th eir  conflicts with  weapons.

CONFLICT HIST OR IES

A va riab le th at  h ad been ant icip ated for study and inclusion in t his  re po rt was 
the  extent  to which the partic ipa nts  in assaul ts and homicides had been involved 
in other conflicts or violen t argumen ts prior to the conflict analy zed by thi s 
project. For  homicide partic ipants , thi s info rmation was quite limited since 
it  was infrequently included in the  investiga tive flies. Of t he 144 assa ult  v ictims, 
81 indicate d th at  they had  also  had  previous arguments  with  others th at  re
sulted in ass aults  again st them and that  they had reported these  a ssa ult s to the 
police. Responding  to ano ther question, 70 of these assault  victims reported con
flict historie s of violent inte rac tions that  had not been repo rted  to the  police. 
There  is some overlap between these two response categories  in th at  some victims  
of this  project 's assaul t sample  had been involved in both types of conflict on 
other occasions. In an effo rt to determine the inte nsi ty and severity  of int era c
tions  th at  were pa rt of the se persons’ conflict histo ries,  it  was lear ned  th at  68 
assault  victim s’ previous conflicts were so severe th at  medical  tre atm en t for 
physical injuries was requ ired. In 60 o f these 68 cases, earlier att acks had  in
volved le thal  weapons—most frequently guns or knives.

Although data for homicide partic ipa nts  are  not as comprehensive, they seem 
to poin t to similar ities in pa tte rns of conflict historie s for persons  who become 
partic ipants  in eith er conflic t-motivated assaul ts or homicides. For 136 cases, 
according to sta tem ents in the  homicide files, p art icipan ts had  been engaged in 
previous verbal arguments,  for  86 homicide conflict situ ations prev ious  physical 
att acks  were known, and  for 32 cases leth al weapons had  been used in prev ious  
violen t enco unte rs between persons who lat er  became particip ants in homicides.  
In addi tion,  14 persons had  made previous reports  to  police of arguments  and an 
other 77 had  discussed the  occurrence of violen t conflicts with rel atives  and 
friends.

In only 10 of the conflict-motivated homicides did persons indicate any effor ts 
on the ir pa rt to seek professional counseling  or therap y for resolving continu ing 
conflict. For  victims  of conflict-motivated a ssaults , 26 persons  ha d sough t the rap y 
or counseling. Comparing this  number with  the 90 persons who sta ted  that  they 
believed their  conflict  inte rac tions would continue, it  would seem t ha t resolution  
of conflict was not expected to result  from therap eut ic interven tion . Assau lt vic
tims (63 o r 70%) also believed that  the  conflict inte rac tion s they were likely  to 
be involved in at  some future  time would be increasingly severe or inten se. This  
belief  seems stil l more st rongly evidenced in the ir awarene ss th at  fu ture  conflicts 
held grea t potentia l for serious physical injury  or even death . This  view was 
expressed  by 122 (84.7%) of the  conflict-motivated assau lt victims.

Expanding the  ana lys is of inte ract ion patte rns  th at  cha rac terize violent con
flicts, we turn  to an extensive discussion of conflicts th at  preceded homicides. 
This  discussion is developed completely from the homicide resea rch, since a 
sim ilar ana lysi s was not inco rporated  into  the design for  the ass ault study. It  is 
the  w rit ers’ belief, however, th at  th e interact ion p att ern s described in  the follow
ing section apply  to assaul ts as well as to homicides. This  inte rpreta tion is based  
upon our conflict model which places assaul ts and homicides, both conceptually 
and empirical ly, on a cont inuum of conflict inte ract ions.

INT ERACTIO N PATTE RNS OF CONFLICT-MOTIVATED HO MICID ES

Very valuable  da ta—reac tions of perpet rators  of homicides result ing  from 
conflicts—were  found in the  stat ement s that  were made to the  police by 228 
(71.7%) of these perpet rators . These stat ements were usually lengthy and de
tailed , descr ibing relatio nsh ips  and interac tion s be tween perpet rators  and victims 
for long periods of time  preceding these homicides as well as those  occurring  
during the homicide incid ents . In 90 (28.3%) cases, however, the  per petra tor s 
refused to make sta tem ents to the  police. Responses immediately following con
flict-motivated homicides included 148 (47.1% ) perpet rators  who called police to 
the  scene of the  homicide:  93 (28.6%) who left the homicide scene, bu t did not 
attempt to evade  police; 28 (8.9%) perpe tra tors who made efforts to avoid  con-
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ta c t with  po lice; 18 (5. 7% ) who le ft  the hom icid e scene an d then  re tu rn ed ; an d 
27 (8 .0%) pe rp et ra to rs  who h ad  o ther  r eactions.

Th e fol low ing  di scu ssion  of  motives  for  ho micides re su lti ng  f rom  confl icts  t re ats  
only  thos e mot ives  (o r su bj ec ts or  argu m en ts) wh ich  pr ec ip itat ed  the specific 
in te ra ct io ns  resu lting  in hom icides. The y do not ref lec t pro ble ms  or  inf luences of 
a lon g-t erm  na tu re , bu t ar e  instea d lim ite d to th e sing le si tu at io ns in which  the  
homi cid es  took  place. Th e tabu la tio n of mot ives , as  pres en ted in Ta ble  XLIV 
off ers  some un de rs tand ing of the co nten ts of in te ra ct io ns  th a t ha ve  e scalate d int o 
ho micides ; how ever, the co nc en tra tio n of 67.4% of  th e cases in to  the ca tego rie s 
of  “o th er s” and "any  othe r comb inati on” sev ere ly lim its the ex plan atory va lue  
of  th is  pa rt ic ul ar  form  of the du ta.  Th ere fore , a mo re de sc ript iv e and com pre- .
hens ive pr esen tat ion of the dat a,  ob tained from st at em en ts  in the hom icid e tiles, 
follows .

FAMILY  CONFLICTS

Th e compreh ens ive  an alys is  of in te ract ion pat te rn s inclu de s 294 o f the conf lict-  <6
m ot ivat ed  homicides. Th e othe r 44 such homicides were exclu de d from segment 
of  th e  an alys is  becau se of inad eq ua te  in fo rm at ion in th e case  fdes. Of the 294 
th a t we re  stu die d, 90 (30 .6% ) of  the m we re family  confl ict s of va rio us  types.Confli ct con cernin g some so rt  of  jea lousy between  par ti ci pan ts  pre ced ed 49 
(16 .7% ) of the se  homicides, wh ile  a rgum en ts  over b us iness re la tion sh ip s preced ed 
9 (3 .1%) of them . Th e la rg es t ca tego ry  inc lud es th e 146 (49 .7% ) va rio us  con
flic ts be tween fri ends , ac qu aintan ce s an d neigh bors.

Fi ve  com pon ent s of the in te ract ion pat te rn s of fa m ily  confl ict s we re an alyz ed : 
con flict pa tter ns , hi stor ie s of confl ict s,"  sex  role  concepts an d in te ract ions , pa 
re nt al  rol e concepts an d in te ract ions , an d econ omic rol e concep ts an d in teract ions .
Confli ct pat te rn s we re div ide d in to  12 gene ra l typ es.  Most freq ue nt , inc lud ing  32 
of  th es e cases, we re argu m en ts  wh ich  began  w ith  som e so rt  of  verba l chall enge  
betwe en hu sban d an d wife, th en  es ca la ted in to  a ph ys ical  conf lict. Th e ve rbal 
ch all en ge s we re dem and s, in su lts , th re a ts  or  va riou s comb inati ons of them .D ur in g th e  en su in g ph ys ic al  tig ht , the vi ct im  th re a te n ed  to ki ll th e p erp etr a to r,  
wh o res ponded by ob ta in ing a le th al  weapo n. At  th is  po in t in the conf lict, pe r
pet ra to rs  ei th er  warne d vic tim s to  sto p the argu m en t or  they  fou gh t ove r the 
we apons, with  hom icid es resu lti ng . Th e ne xt  most freq ue nt  conflic t pa tter n (21

TA BLE XL IV .— MOTIVES FOR CO NFLIC T-M OTI VAT ED HOM ICIDES

Motive Number Percent

Dri nk ing .......... ........................................ ................ ... ............................................................
Lack  of mone y..........................................................................................................................
Money owed_________ _______ _______________________________________________
Other m on ey ............................................................................................................................
Husband jealous........................................................................................................................
Wile je a lo us..............................................................................................................................
Other jealous.............................................................................................................................
Child ren............................. . ......................................................................................................
Verbal i ns ult .......................................................................................................  ..................
Verbal thr eat..............................................................................................................................
Physica l attack ..... .....................................................................................................................Other ..........................................................................................................................................
Drinking, physical attack .......................................................................................................
Drink ing, verbal insult, physical a ttack................................................. ..................................
Drink ing, verbal insult, verbal threat.......................... ............................................................
Verbal threat, physical attack.................................... ..............................................................
Verbal insult, physical attack ...................................................................................................
Verbal insult , verbal threat................. ......... ...........................................................................
Drink ing, jealousy ........................................... ........... ..........................................................
Any other combination........................ ....................................... .............................................

1
1
4
7 
6 
4

13
3
3
2

11
53
11
11
8 
7

10
3
3

173

0.3
.3

1.2
2.1
1.8
1.2
3.9

.9

.9

.6
3.3

15.8
3.3
3.3
2.4 
2.1 
3.0

.9

.9
51.6

*

Total 335 ..........................

“ Thes e m ot iv e ca te go ri es  wer e de ve lo pe d by th e  w ri te r an d  a re  ba se d up on  desc ri p ti ons an d  s ta te m e n ts  mad e by p e rp e tr a to rs  and  w itnes se s of  con fl ic t-m otivat ed  ho m ic id es . In  m an y ca se s,  th e  mot iv es  may  be mer el y th e  su bje cts  of  arg um en ts , r a th e r  th a n  underl y in g  m ot iv es .
“  Con fli ct  p a tt e rn s  re fe r to  co nf lic t in te ra c ti o n s  n t a si ngle  p o in t in  tim e— ju s t p ri o r to  and  d u ri n g  th es e ho micides . Con fli ct  h is to ri e s  re fe r to  so me fo rm  of con ti nu in g  co nfl ic t th a t  to ok  pla ce  ov er  var io us pe riods of  tim e,  bu t ev en tu al ly  de ve lo pe d in to  ho m ic id al  In te rac ti ons.



1231case s) also began wit h either verbal demands , thre ats, insu lts, or some c ombination between husban ds and wives, then became phys ical fights.  In  this  pattern perpe trato rs ini tiated  al l of these argum ents,  had weapons on their  persons, then thre aten ed vict ims  by mak ing such comments as, “ I ’ll fix yo u!” or “I ’ll show y o u !” and then, “ I ’ll ki ll yo u!” . As  the phys ical fights escala ted, the perpe trator s made  thr eats  and  then also made violen t att ack s on the victims. From  the very beg inni ng of the confl icts, both the intensit y and the apparent inte ntiona lity  of these argu men ts were greater than  in argum ents of the first patte rn. They were also directed more spec ifica lly towards either seriously  harm ing victim s or kil lin g them  th an was  the first sequence of inter actio ns.Th e thir d patte rn of  confl icts also  began with  verbal  challe nges between hus- *  band s and wives  which developed into phy sica l struggles. Howe ver, in this  patter n (consis ting  of nine cases) another member of the fam ily —most frequently a son, dau ght er, brother or sister of one or both parti cipan ts—in terven ed in the con flic t, obtain ed a let hal weapon and demanded tha t the person who began the 
t  arg um ent  end it at once. This intervention was, in all such cases, precipitated bya thr eat  by the person who began the argument  to ki ll the spouse. When these conflicts did not stop upon the demands of persons intervening, an att ack was made with  the  let hal  weapon, with the initi ator s of the argu men ts becoming vic tim s and those interven ing becoming perpetrators .The fou rth  conflict patte rn include d eight cases and consisted of verb al and physical  abuse of  very young childr en (al l under 5 years  of age) by paren ts of thes e chi ldr en or by one paren t and anothe r adul t. In all  these cases , the physi cal  att ack s upon these childr en became so viole nt or prolonged (con tinu ing fo r seve ral weeks in one instance) tha t the childr en died. These were the only homicides  in volv ing young children and their  parents.Th e fift h and sixth conflic t patte rns involved only spouses. In  one p atter n (two cases),  the spouses were drinking  with frien ds and exchan ging  j oki ng , but insulting , comme nts. A spouse then made insu lts not accepted as amu sing , the other si>ouse responded by obtaining  a weapon, att ack ing  and kil lin g the one who made the  ins ult ing  statements. The other pattern include s only one case which was nea rly  ide nti cal  to the previous patte rn, the difference being tha t the perpe trato r made  the ins ult  and then a lso a ttac ked an d k illed  the victim .The  nex t three conflict patterns  involved  arguments between paren ts and one of  the ir adult  children. These confl icts al l began with  verbal  argu men ts which  escalat ed into physical struggles. All the par ticip ants  then intro duced weapons in attempt s to stop the arguments. The final segments of the confl icts diffe r, however . In  patte rn number seven (two cas es) , the person who start ed the arg ument  was asked to stop and then was killed when he ignored the war ning . In  the  eigh th patte rn, the person who began the argument had the weapon and kil led  the other disp utan t in the course of the conflict. The  ni nth patte rn includes two cases  in which a third member of the fam ily  intervened with  a weapon and kil led  the person who began the arg ument .Thr ee other patte rns of fam ily conflic t involved adu lt siblin gs. These patte rns are identic al to the thr ee discu ssed above between parents  and their  ad ult child ren,  with only the particip ants  differing.  Al l these conflic t patterns began with  verb al con flict s, developed into physical ass aults, and were resolved when someone interve ned with  a weapon. In four  cases (pattern ten ), the person who starte d the argument  was asked to stop and was kille d when he or she ignored the warning . In  five cases (patt ern elev en),  the person who began the conflict  had the weapon and used it to resolve the problem. In  pattern twelve (one cas e),  another fam ily  member interv ened with a weapon a nd killed the person who began the argum ent in an effort to term inate  it .O f the 90 fam ily  confl ict homicides, 62 were preceded by histo ries  of  vari ous  sorts of  confl icts. In  21 of these cases, previous arguments between persons who became homicide part icip ants  had been frequ ent and had concerned the  same issue  in disp ute at the time of the homicide. Eigh teen  cases were preceded by hist orie s of gene ralized verbal and physical conflicts between perpe trato r and vict im,  but were not limit ed to the dispu te issue causing the homicide. Another  16 c onfl ict histo ries  included frequen t previous argum ents, all of  wh ich concerned the same or related issue of the homi cidal conflict. Four cases occurred in which vic tim s of  conflict-mo tivate d homicides had extensive histor ies of violen t verbal and  physica l confl icts with  many other persons. In three cases the perpe trato rs had  iden tica l histo ries to those of victims. Howe ver, in neithe r of  these last  two patte rns were victim s’ or perpe trator s’ previous conflicts limit ed to violent inte raction s with  those involved in the h omicidal intera ction.



In te ra ct io ns  j ust  pr io r to an d du ring  homicides based  upo n sex  role  d efinit ion s an d perce pt ion s were als o stu die d. In ot he r words , th e man ne r in wh ich  these pe rso ns  in te rp re ted th ei r ma le or  fem ale  role s, as  ref lec ted  in the se  in te ract ion pa tter ns , was analyzed. Thi s v ar ia bl e was re leva nt  in 0t$ f am ily  confl ict homicides. In  21 of them, hu sban ds  verba lly  insu lte d th ei r wives, th en  physi cally  at ta ck ed  them  when th e wives objec ted  to th e ins ult s. In  al l 21 of  t he se  c ases, the men in dic ated  to th ei r wives th a t the y sho uld  no t argu e about thes e insu lts , bu t inste ad  sho uld  "S hu t up a nd  l ist en  to wha t I’m te lli ng  you !”. In each of IS o th er  in sta nces , the hu sban d ha d ord ere d hi s wife  to do some thi ng  fo r him , bu t wa s no t sa tis fie d witli the way she pe rfo rm ed the ta sk . In some of thes e si tu at io ns , he  began  s ho ut ing  a t he r ab ou t liis requ es t and in othe rs  lie b ega n a ph ys ical  conflic t du ring  the  cours e of  his  cri tic ism . Th irt ee n cases were pr ec ip ita ted by a man who told his  wife th a t she  wa s worthl ess, th a t she  was “a no-good bi tch” or  in some  ot he r man ne r insu lte d her. He then  told  he r t hat she  de ser ved to be kil led  o r t h a t he wa s goin g to kill  he r bec aus e she  wa s wo rth les s. In  th re e cases,  a woman ve rbal ly  ins ul ted he r hu sband in th e pre sen ce o f re la tiv es  or  friends . Th e hu sb an d reac ted by phys ica lly  at ta ck in g liis  wife , indi ca tin g th a t she  was no t going to "get aw ay  w ith ” th a t so rt  o f behav ior . In  two cases,  a woman ve rbal ly  i ns ul ted her  hus ba nd  and pro ceeded  to at ta ck  him  phys ica lly  when the man objec ted  to the insu lts . In  al l of th e si tuat ions  descr ibe d above, one perso n is def inin g an othe r as  an  ob jec t of perso nal property, th en  in te ra ct in g on th e ba sis of th a t def init ion.  Not su rpri sin gly, th e hu sban ds  ac ted  toward th ei r wiv es in te rm s of  such conceptions much more fre qu en tly  th an  the wom en in te ra ct ed  wi th th eir  hu sban ds  th a t way . Th is ob jec t concep tion  of wom en—especia lly  wives —is part  of soc ial iza tion process es fo r man y men. One ra re ly , how ever, does it lead to suc h an  ex tre me  as  homicide.
Other  cases in which some  com pon ent  of sex  rol es ap pe ared  rel ev an t inc lud ed reac tio ns  of pro tec tiv eness on the par t of one of the par ti ci pan ts  in the  conf lict-  mo tiv ated  homicide. In  two  cases, a man wa s pr ot ec tin g his wife from an  at ta ck  by an ot he r person , an d in one. a boy in ter vened in an  argu men t to protec t his mo the r. Fiv e othe r instan ce s involved men who  in terven ed  in ei th er  a ve rbal or  phy sical conflic t to protec t a fem ale  re la tiv e ot her  th an  his  wi fe or  mo the r. In  one  othe r case , a mothe r int erv ened  in an  ar gu m en t to protec t he r ch ild ren  fro m an  att ac k.
Par en ta l role  con cep ts an d in te ract ions  appe ared  in 1(5 family  conflict  homicides. In four  of these,  mothe rs we re re la tin g to th eir  ch ild ren as  prop er ty  ob jec ts to lie de al t wi tli as  they  desired , while in two othe rs , fa th er s we re in te rac tin g wi th th ei r ch ild ren  in th at  ma nner.  Fiv e cases involv ed family  si tu at io ns  in which a mo ther wa s indiffe rent to he r ch ild ren an d ign ored  them , wh ile  fa th er s disp lay ed  such  ind iffere nce in two  ot he r cases. One  si tu at io n wa s ch ar ac teriz ed  by a man ’s disli ke  fo r hi s ch ild ren and co nsequent in tent iona l abuse of them, and an othe r involved a mothe r’s eff or ts to in te rv en e in the fa th er’s abuse s of th ei r child ren . Fina lly , th er e wa s one  family  conflic t hom icid e which resu ite d from a fa th er ’s defin itio n of his  ch ild ren  as  comp eti tion. In  th is  case , the ma n expre sse d res en tm en t toward tlie  ch ild ren fo r at te nt io n and affectio n given the m by th ei r mo the r.
Prob lem s of economic factor s we re re leva nt  in 19 family  conflic t hom icid es. In  six  ins tan ces, lack of fin ancia l res ou rce s av ai labl e to th e family  wa s tlie  sou rce  of conflic t or re sentmen t betwe en hu sband and wife, wh ile  in th re e ca ses fin anc ial pro ble ms  res ult ed  in re se ntmen t or conflict  between  pa re nt s and ch ildre n. In  five si tuat ions , hu sb an ds  and wives dif fered in w ha t the y conside red  to be ap pr op riat e uses of money, with  one  accusin g the ot he r of mi susin g it. In th re e fam ilie s, women acc use d th ei r hu sban ds  of being inc om pe ten t in th eir  rol e of prov ider fo r the fam ily . In  two othe r cases, a re la tive  or  fr ien d of  the fam ily  was  liv ing  wi th the m an d was acc use d of not  co nt ribu ting  suf fici ent ly to  the economic  well-being  of tlie  household. In one  of thes e cases,  a disa bled  re la tiv e,  who wa s confined to his lied, wa s beate n to de ath by a couple  because th ey  w an ted  h im to give  them  a ll hi s w elf are income.

JEALOUSY CONFLICTS
Va rio us  jea lousy the me s we re the basis  fo r some  con flic t-m otiva ted  hom icid es. Compone nts  of the se  in te ra ct ions  inc lud ed conf lict pat te rn s an d sex role concepts  an d in teract ions . One conflict  pat te rn  inc luded 11 ca ses  in wh ich  a ph ys ical a tt ac k  was  m ade by the per pe tr at or  up on the vic tim  bec aus e of jea lou sy.  An othe r



1233

pa tt e rn  in cl ud ed  ei ght  ar gum en ts , in  which  one man  ver ba lly de m an de d th a t 
ano th er m an  leav e "h is  w om an ” alo ne , an d ligh ts  ensued . In  ano th er p a tt e rn  
(sev en  case s) , th e  pe rson  who became  th e vict im  of  th e ho micide a tt ack ed  th e 
p erp e tr a to r in  a  j ea lo us y confl ict .

A no th er  seve n je al ou sy  conf lic t ho micides  deve lop ed  fro m ar gum ents  be gu n 
whe n a m an  ac cu se d his  w ife  or  g ir lf ri end  of  be ing  unfa ithfu l.  The se  a rg u 
m en ts  esc al at ed  in to  ph ys ic al  st ru gg le s,  wea po ns  were ob ta in ed  and  th e wo me n 
w er e ki lle d.  F our o th er ca se s were id en tica l to  these,  ex ce pt  th a t th e  men  
be ca me th e  vi ct im s of  th e homi cid es . In  six si m il ar  cases, th e wo me n ac cu se d th e 
men  of  un fa it h fu ln ess  and  th en  ki lle d them , w hi le  in  one  ot he r,  th e  wom an  w as  

. ki ll ed  fol lo w in g her  acc us at io n.
In  on e conf lic t, tw o wo me n were ar guin g ov er  a m ut ua l bo yf rie nd . On e wom an  

th re a te ned  th e ot he r,  te ll in g her  to leav e "h er  m an ” alo ne . A tigh t and ho mic ide 
de ve lope d from  th is  confl ict . In  ad di tion , fo ur homicides  re su lted  fr om  je al ousy  
co nf lic ts  be tw ee n ho mos ex ua ls.  In  th es e co nf lic t sequences, th e  men  mad e 
ac cu sa tion s of  unfa ithfu ln es s,  be ga n tig hts, an d one of  them  w as  ki lled  duri ng  
th e ar gum en t.

Fort y-thre e of  th es e je al ous y confl ict  ho micides  off ere d som e m in im al  in si gh ts  
in to  sex ro le  c on ce pts an d in te ra ct io ns inv olve d in  th e conf lic ts. Th e mos t comm on 
pa tt e rn  (16  ca se s)  was  char ac te ri ze d  by a m an  bec om ing  an gry  be ca us e his  w ife  
or  g ir lf ri end  to ld  him sh e no long er  lov ed him  an d she wan ted to  te rm in a te  th e 
re la tionsh ip  im med ia te ly . He re sp on de d by  sa yi ng  sh e had  no ri gh t to  a tt em p t 
to en d th e ir  re la tion sh ip , an d he  wo uld not  per m it  it.  Th e oth er  mos t fr eq uen t 
si tu a ti on  (13 ca se s)  inv olv ed c om pe ti tion  b etwee n tw o me n ov er  th e sa m e wo ma n, 
w ith  ea ch  at te m pti ng  to show  th e o th er th a t th e wo ma n was  hi s pr op er ty .

In  fo ur o th er in te ra ct io ns , a wo ma n ac cu se d her hu sb an d of  be ing u n fa it h fu l 
an d he  de ni ed  th e  cla im , also  pro te st in g th a t sh e wo uld  no t p re se nt hi m  w ith 
iss ue s. In  five si m il ar  ca ses, a hu sb an d ac cu se d hi s wi fe,  w ith  th e sa m e sequ en ce  
of ev en ts . In  fo u r cases , a wo ma n became  a ngry  b ec au se  h er  b oy fr iend  or hu sb an d 
in di ca te d th a t th e ir  re la tions hi p was  ov er  an d she co nten de d th a t sh e wou ld no t 
ac ce pt  hi s de cis ion.  In  anoth er  cas e, tw o wo me n were co mpe tin g fo r th e  sa m e 
man  an d a tt em pte d  to  show  ea ch  oth er  th a t he  w as  “h er p ro per ty .”

CO NF LI CTS  BE TW EE N FR IE NDS OR ACQUAIN TANCES

F or ho micides  oc cu rr in g be tw een fr ie nd s,  ac qu ai nt an ce s or  ne ighb or s,  th re e  
var ia ble s were an alyz ed  : confl ict  patt ern s,  sex ro le  co nc ep ts an d in te ra ct io ns,  
an d dr in ki ng  p a tt e rn s (i.e ., dr in kin g o f alc oh ol ic  b ev er ag es ).  Fort y  ca se s includ ed  
ph ys ical  a tt acks mad e in  re ta li a ti on  fo r pr ev io us  ve rbal  or  ph ys ic al  ar gum en ts . 
W ea po ns  w er e used  to  reso lve th es e arg um en ts  an d dea th s re su lte d.  In  43 o th er  
in st an ce s,  e it her th e ho micide vic tim  or  th e perp etr a to r ac cu sed th e  o th er of  
st ea ling or  of  some  ot her  fo rm  of  in appro pri a te  be ha vior , such  as ch eati ng  in a 
car d  game . W ea po ns  w er e th en  br oug ht in to  th e ve rbal  confl ict s, an d a tt ack s 
were mad e w ith  them . T hir te en  si m ilar  ca se s di ffered  on ly in th a t a pe rs on  o th er 
th an  one of  th e  part ic ip an ts  in  th e pre ci p it a ti ng  ar gu m en t in te rv en ed  w ith a 
we ap on  to  stop  th e tig ht . In  th re e of  th es e si tu at io ns,  se ve ra l pe rs on s in te rv en ed  
w ith  weapo ns .

Twen ty  si tu ati ons invo lved  part ie s in which  al l pe rson s were dri nk in g  he av ily,  
th en  se ve ra l of  them  be ga n ar gu in g.  Th ese ar gum en ts  es ca la ted in to  ph ys ical  
fights , w ith  wea po ns  us ed  to  reso lve th e confl ict . In  20 oth er  in st an ce s,  no  c on fli ct 
preceded  th e ho micides .22 Per so ns  inv olve d wer e pl ay in g ar ou nd  or clow ning  w ith  
load ed  gu ns  and ac ci de nt al ly  sh ot  an d ki lle d othe rs . Te n co nf lic t-mot ivat ed  
homicides  be ga n as  arg um en ts  be tw ee n ne ighb or s wh o disl iked  ea ch  ot he r.  Verba l 
in su lt s were fol low ed  by ph ys ical  at ta cks,  an d weapons  were th en  us ed  to  reso lve 
th e confl ict s, w ith  one  o r mor e d eath s re su lti ng .

Rex ro le  co nc ep ts an d in te ra cti ons w er e id en tif iabl e fo r 102 of  th e co nf lic ts 
be tw ee n fr iend s,  ac qu ai nta nc es  an d ne ighb or s. Re venge was  be ing so ug ht  by men 
in 27 ca se s fo r prev ious  in su lt s or  ph ys ical  a tt acks.  In  21 ca ses, men  had  been  
in su lted  im med ia te ly  pri or to  th e  ho micides  an d re ac te d by a tt em pti ng  to  pro te ct  
ll ie ir  re pu ta ti ons or  ho no r. In  17 ot he r in st an ce s,  tw o or  mo re  me n w er e com
pe tin g w ith  ea ch  ot her  on som e iss ue , w ith each  at te m pti ng  to show  th a t he  was  
bet te r or  a t le ast  as  good as  th e  o th er pe rson . Re venge w as  al so  th e m ot iv at io n 
in  16 o th er ca ses, w ith me n re ta li a ti ng  fo r in su lt s or  ph ys ic al  a tt ack s mad e

22 These homicides were categorized as conflict-motivated, however, because they occurred 
in a social interactio n situ atio n and were not rela ted to the  commission of other crimes.



aga inst  a female frie nd or relative. In 13 cases,”  men were showing off to  fr iends , 
with a loaded gun, either  indic ating  pride in having the gun or “coolness” in 
showing how they would use it. Six other inst ances involved men showing off by 
indicating  th at  they were meaner or tougher tha n other men who were present .

Drinking occurred in C>0 conflict homicides. In 29 of them, all persons involved 
were drin king  heavily, while  in 2.3 only “social  drinking" —two or three drinks 
per  person—was apparent. In live cases, perso ns who became victims were told 
that  they were drinking too much and were asked to stop, while  others  present were drin king  much less o r not a t all. In thr ee  si mi lar  cases, persons who became 
perpet rators  were told they  had been drinking too much.

The nine business conflict homicides were a naly zed in term s of confl ict p att ern s 
and economic and sta tus role concepts and inte ract ions. One conflict pa tte rn  was 
evident in six cases th at  began with verbal disagreemen ts conce rning  business 
problems and then becuine hostile  argu men ts. Physica l struggle s followed and  
lethal weapons were used. Another business conflict pa tte rn  (one case) was 
init iate d by a phys ical attack , with no verb al argument  preceding. In ano ther 
situa tion , a thi rd  person interv ened with  a weapon in the  orig inal  verbal  and 
physical conflict, and thus became the  pe rpetr ato r of the  homicide. In ano ther 
business conflict homicide, the pe rpetr ato r inte ntio nal ly killed the victim over 
a business  problem.

Economic or sta tus role concepts and interactions  were relevant  to all nine of 
these homicides. In thre e situations, employer and employees disagreed about 
work performance. Three othe r cases involved businessmen and clien ts who 
disagreed about the qual ity or price  of products being purchased. In the thre e 
othe r instances  business par tne rs could not agre e on how to handle  an issue or 
resolve a problem.

CONCLUSION

This  report  h as been presented not as a basi s for future predic tions,  hut ra ther  
as a study of info rmation  concerning conflict-motiva ted homicides and ass aul ts 
in Detroit dur ing 1972 and 1973. For  homicides, it is a descr iption  and ana lys is of 
the  soieal sit uat ion s and inte rpersonal rela tion ship s that  contributed  to more 
than ha lf of De tro it’s 1972 total . For ass aul ts,  it  is  an analysis of a sample care
fully selected to enable the wri ters  to make compar isons between th ese  tw o types 
of conflict inte ract ions .

The data and discussion presented in th is report  clearly indicate th at  these 
phenomena and many of their charact eri stics are  not unique either  to Detroit 
or to the yea rs 1972 and 1973. Many of our  findings reaflirm those  of Marv in 
Wolfgang and of Lynn Curtis.”

Black men between 21 and 29 were the  most freq uent par tic ipa nts  in homicides 
in Detroit as well as in the  citie s analyzed  by Wolfgang and  Cur tis. The per 
centage of inte rracia l homicides and  assau lts  continues  to he quite  small. A 
change over  time from Wolfgang’s study is the  predominance of ha ndguns  used in 
homicides. Thi s also was found to be the predom inant homicide weapon in 
Curtis ’ survey of 15 cities.

Both Curtis  and Wolfgang poin t to the  influence of vic tim-precipi tation in 
homicides and assaul ts. The De troit data ind icat e a sim ilar tren d for victims 
to frequently have ini tia ted  a physical at tack  aga ins t those who became perpe
tra to rs  of assaul ts or homicides. Relatio nsh ips between pa rti cip an ts in conflict- 
motivated homicides nnd assaul ts were most frequent ly those  of frien ds, ac
qua intances  or rela tives . This  also confirms patte rns observed by Wolfgang and  
Curtis.

Finally , a poin t of compar ison with  Cu rti s’ ana lys is is the  conception of 
assaul ts and homicides as nearly iden tica l types  of inte ract ions, except for  the 
final outcome. This similar ity has  been shown by the  wr ite rs’ report  to be 
cha rac ter isti c of conflict-motivated homicides and assaul ts. Unique to the curre nt analysis  is the discussion of a ssa ult s and homicides  as social interactio ns,  ra the r 
tha n emphasizing th e crim inal na tur e of the se phenomena.

In brie f summ ary, then, the major issues  to be considered in problem-solving 
efforts are as follows : (1) the  high percentage of handguns used in conflict- 
motivated homicides, (2) the pa rti cip an ts’ previous involvement in criminal

a  Zbirf.
14 M ar vin  E.  W ol fg an g.  P a tt r rn a  I n  C r im in a l H o m ic id e  (P li ll n d e ln h ln : U niv ers it y  o f Pennsy lv an ia . 195S1 ; nn d Lvnn  A. C urt is , C rim in a l V io le n c e — P a t te r n s . In tp '- n r e ta ti o n s , 

In i p li c a ti o n s  (W ash in gto n. D.C.  : B ure au  of  Soc ia l Sc ienc e R es ea rc h . In c.  19 74 ).



1235ac tiv iti es  t ha t might rela te to e ithe r handgu n c ontrol or pre dictabil ity of poten tial homicide or ass aul t par ticip ants, and (3) most importantly , the fac tor s of unem ploym ent, underemploym ent and, in many cases, low education. Comprehen sive solut ions must consid er these var iables,  alon g with those of alcohol use and prior histo ries  of  conf lict. A large  proportion of  the conflict homicide, as well  as ass aul t, particip ants in this study clea rly lacked both economic and per son al resources for  resolving , witho ut violence, thei r problems of social interac tio n and soc ial envir onment.Th e com plex ity and varie ty of  relat ionsh ips between part icipants  in conflic t- mo tivate d homicides  and of interact ions  tha t precede such homicides emph atica lly sugg est tha t these situ atio ns are sim ilar  to many  other forms of social int era cti on . Our ass ault sample  shows tha t there is a very close relat ionsh ip between conflict-m otivated ass aults and homicid es. The data tha t were ava ilab le an d ana lyzed,  however, st ill do not explain  why some people are appa rently w ill in g to use leth al forc e or violence to resolve problems while others in sim ilar  >  sit ua tio ns  are not. Wi tho ut more data on possible ear ly warn ing sign als (e.g. ,the  conte nt of prior  disputes and police contacts)  of potential homicides and witho ut com para tive  dat a on other confl ict situ atio ns th at  do not lead to homicid es or ass aul ts, the w’rit ers canno t yet make recommendations  for inter veni ng in  pote ntia l violen t confl icts or for solvin g problems related to such inter actio ns. Th e han dlin g of  homicides , and of some assa ults  aft er  their occurrence, is certa in ly  a police fun ctio n. It  is not clear, however, th at  the identifica tion and possible prevention of potential homicides and ass aul ts, especially those arising  fro m interper sona l confl icts, is solely a police problem. The assistance of persons in  many other area s of expertise vit al to the Ci ty  of Detro it appea rs esse ntial to the  t ask  of problem -solving .Alt ho ug h da ta concer ning conflic t histories prior  to assaults or homicid es were not  comprehensive, they  were sufficient to suggest  tha t many  homicid e and as sa ul t par tici pan ts do have  histor ies of involvement  in conflic t situ atio ns. The wr ite rs now recommend tha t the Det roit  Polic e Departm ent consider the fo llo w in g:(1) Hav e police  officers make reports on a ll dispute  s itua tion s tha t they h andl e, wheth er or not they result in v iolen ce;(2) Make info rma tion  on prior police conta cts ava ilab le to the officers dispatche d to a partic ula r ad dress ;(3) Exp lor e the poss ibility of trai nin g police officers to appro priately respond to con flict  situ atio ns with  a view towards controlli ng or determinin g potential violenc e.
Appendix

TABLE  I.— WEAPONS USED IN TO TAL HOMICIDES

Type  of  weapon Numb er Pe rcent

424 63 .0
50 7.4
48 7.1
82 12.2
68 10.2

672 99 .9

H a n d g u n .. ..
R if le .............
S h o tg u n .. . .
K n ife .............
O th er.............

To ta l.

TABLE II .- -WEAPO NS  USED IN TOTAL ASSAULTS

1971 1972 1973

Ty pe  of weapon Numb er Peieent Number Percent Number Percen t

Han dg un . -------------- 1,8 72 37.1 1,937 33 .9 1,816 29 .8
Ri fle  or  shotg un................ 468 9.3 577 10.1 675 11.1
K n if e .--------- ------------------ 1,4 83 29 .4 1,811 31.7 1,597 32 .8
O th e r . . . . .......................... 1,2 29 24.3 1,3 50 24.3 1,603 26 .3

T o ta l....... ................ 3, 352 100.1 5,7 15 100.0 6,0 91 100 .0

5 2 - 5 5 7 — 73-— p t .  3 --------2 4
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T A B L t  I II .— D AY O F TH E W EE K OF T O T A L H O M IC ID ES

Day Nu mbe r Pe rc en t

M o n d ay .. ..  
Tu es da y . .  
We dne sda y 
T h u rsd a y .. 
Fr id ay  . . .  
Sa tu rd ay  
S un d ay___

82 12.
87 13.
76 11.
86 12.

105 15.
125 18.
104 15.

To ta l.................................................................................................................................................... 665  99 .6

T A B LE  IV . - D A Y  OF  TH E W EE K OF  T O TA L A S S A U LT S

Day

1971 1972 1973

Nu mb er Pe rce nt Numb er Pe rce nt Nu mb er Pe rcen t

Monday.......................... 1.0 59 12 .5 1,2 55 13 .6 1,3 37 13. 7Tue sd ay ....................... 1,1 35 13 .4 1,2 33 13 .4 1,2 69 13 .0We dne sday ......... 1,081 12 .7 1, 209 13 .1 1,2 26 12 .6Th ur sd ay  . ................... 1,1 26 13 .2 1, 164 12. 6 1,2 42 12 .7Frida y . ................ 1.3 72 16 .2 1,414 15 .3 1,5 01 15 .4Sa tu rd ay  ...................... 1,4 54 17. 1 1,6 73 18. 1 1,7 15 17 .6Su nd ay  ............... 1,2 47 14 .7 1,2 58 13 .6 1,4 39 14 .8Unk no w n.................. 12 .1 2 12 .1 3 19 . 19
Total  ................ 8, 486 9, 21 8 9, 74 8

T A B LE  V . - T O T A L  H OM IC ID ES  BY  P R EC IN C T

Pr ec inct Numb er Pe rce nt

1 42 6 .5  
8 .2  
3 .4

1 4 .6  
9 .1

10 .4
12 .9

4 .0
5 .0

10 .7
5 .6
7 .8
1.9

2 534
225 946 597
6710 831, 2612 3213 6914
3615 5016. 12

Tota l....................................... 645 10 0.1

T A B L E  V I. — T O T A L A S S A U L T S  B Y  PR EC IN C T

Pr ec inct

1971 1972 1973
Nu mb er Pe rce nt Nu mb er Pe rce nt Nu mbe r Per ce nt

1 .................................. ........... 607 7 .2 658 7. 1 701 7. 22 .................................. _____  746 8 .8 696 7 .6 750 7. 74 . .........  624 7.4 493 5 .3 502 5.15 .................................. 951 11 .2 1,05 9 11 .5 1. 17 5 12. 16 .................... ........... 732 8 .6 689 7 .5 779 8 07 ........ .................  . . . 700 8.2 1, 00 6 10 .9 745 7 .610 .............................. . ...........  743 8 .8 874 9 .5 868 8 911 ........................... ........... 556 6 .6 561 6.1 656 6. 712 .............................._____  434 5.1 542 5 .9 583 5. 913 ............................... . 997 11 .7 819 8 .9 986 10 114 . ............ ...........  521 6. 1 741 8.0 809 8 315 .........................................  612 7.2 709 7.7 790 8 116 ...........................................  263 3. 1 371 4 .0 404 4. 1
To ta l.........................  8, 48 6 10 0. 0 9. 218 10 0.0 9. 748 9 9 .8
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TA B LE  V II .— AGE  OF PE RP ET RA TO RS  ANO VI CT IM S OF TO TA L HO MI CID ES

Age

Perpetrators

Number

Victims

PercentPercent Number

1 to I S  ....................... 18 3.5 38 5.7
tK »n ?0  . .............. - -- 81 15.7 73 10.9
20 to ?9 ................ ........ 203 39.4 227 33 .8
in  t n 19 ........................... 95 18.4 116 17.3
An tn  49 _____ ______ 71 13.8 87 12.9
59 tn 59 ........................ 30 5.8 74 11.0
60 and over ........................................... 17 3.3 54 8.0

To ta l. .................... ................... ..............  5 1 5 ......... 669 ...........

TA BL E V II I. —S EX OF PERP ET RA TO RS AND VI CT IM S OF TO TA L HO MICID ES

Perpetrators Victims

Sex Number Percent Number Percent

M al e. ..
Female.

429
97

81.4
18.6

547 81.4
123 18.3

To ta l. 527 670

TA BL E IX .- S E X  OF PE RP ET RA TO RS BY  SE X OF VICT IM S TO TO TA L HO MICID ES

Perpetrators

Male Female

Sex Number Percent Number Percent

Vict ims :
Male ................................................................................
Female............... ............................................ ............. - -

329 65.1
80 15.8

81 16.0
15 3. 0

TA BL E X . - S E X  AND AGE OF PE RP ET RA TO RS  OF TO TA L AS SA ULT S

1971 1972

Age

Male

Number

Female Male Female

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

16 to 19 . . 305 14.9 32 13.5 360 15.3 35 12.2
20 to 24 ____ 531 28.9 47 19.8 596 25.3 80 27.9
25 to 29 358 17.5 41 17.3 444 18.8 45 15.7
30 to 34 ____ 291 14.2 29 12.2 319 13.5 45 15.7
35 to 39 . 180 8. 8 33 13.9 201 8.5 27 9.4
40 to 44 141 6. 9 28 11.8 147 6. 2 24 8.3
45 to 49 ................  121 5.9 18 7.6 106 4.5 21 7.3
50 or over ____ 118 5.8 9 3. 8 183 7.7 19 3.1

T o ta l. .. . .............. .  2,04 5 . . 237 2,35 6 . . 286 .

TA BL E X I. -R A C E  OF PE RP ET RA TO RS  AND VI CT IM S OF TO TA L HO MI CID ES

Perpetrators Vict ims

Race Number Percent Number Percent

B la ck ________ 439 83.3 530 78 .9
White. 88 16.7 139 20.7

527 669To tal .



1238
TABLE  X II .— RACE OF PERPETRATORS BY RACE OF VICT IM S OF TO TA L HOMICIDES

Perpetrato rs

Black White
Race Number Perce nt Nu mb er Percent

V ic tim s:
Blac k...................................................................................... 378 77 .1  11 2 .?White.....................................................................................  34 6 .9  68 13 .8

TABLE  X II I. — RACE OF PERPETRATOR BY RACE OF VICTIM FOR TO TA L ASSAULTS

Race

1971 1972 1973

Number Percent Nu mber Percent Numb er Percent

Perpetrato r white :
V ic tim , w h ite ............. ............................ 1,447 17.1 1,4 42 15 .6 1, 498 15 .4Victim,  blac k........................................... ............... 192 2.3 189 2.1 224 2 .3Vict im , o th er........................................... ............... 5 . 1 1 .01 1 .0 1Perpe tra tor  un know n: Vict im , w h ite_____ 196 2.3 246 2.7 169 1.7Perpetrato r blac k:
Victim,  b lack ............................................ . . 4,26 3 50 .2 5, 005 54 .3 5, 528 56 .7Vict im , w h ite ........................................... ............... 1,144 13 .5 963 10 .4 1,0 76 11.0Vict im , othe r.. .................. 2 .02 1 .01 4 .04-Perpe tra tor  un kn ow n: Victim,  black............ . . . .  348 4.1 469 5.1 431 4. 4Perpe tra tor  otho r:  Vict im , othe r................... 889 10 .5 902 9.7 817 8.4

Tota l....................................................... .................  8,48 6 . . 9,218  . . 9,74 8 . . .

TABLE XIV .— MA RITAL STATUS OF PERPETRATORS AND VICT IM S OF TO TA L HOMICIDES

Perpetrato rs Vic tims
Ma rita l sta tus Number Percent Number Percent,

Single ................. ........................................... .......................... 208 48 .0 267 45. 8M a rr ie d ........... ................... .......................... .........................  122 23. 2 174 29 .8Common la w ..................................................... .......................... 56 12 .9 47 8.1Se pa ra ted...................................................... . . . .  34 7.9 54 9 .3Divorce d. ............................. ........................ ........................ 11 2 .5 27 4 .6W id ow ed ......................................... ................ .......................... 2 .5 14 2.4.
Tota l..................................................................................  433 ............................  583 ............................

TABLE XV.— OCCUPATION 0  F PERPETRATORS AND VIC TIM S OF TOTAL HOMICIDES

Ma rita l status

Perpetrators Vic tims

Number Percent Number Percent

Un em plo yed................................................
U nsk ill ed ....................... .........................

190
................................ 123

42. 5
27. 5

203
132

39.5 -
25 .7-Skil led blue co lla r..................................... ................................  24 5.4 38 7 .4Welfare....................... ................................ . . .  ........................ 1 .2 1 .2Housew ife .................................................... ................................ 22 4 .9 25 4 .9 ,Se lf-em plc ye d..................... ...................... ................................ 16 3 .6 17 3 .3Pro fessiona l___________ ____________ ................................  23 5.1 15 2 .9Other  w hi te  c o lla r_______ __________ ................................  42 9 .4 65 12. 6.Re tired ...................................... .................. ................................ 6 1.3 18 3. 5.

Tota l................................................ ................................ 447 ............. 5 1 4 ...........
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TABLE XVI.—EDUCATION OF PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS OF TOTAL HOMICIDES

Education

Perpetrators Victims

Number Percent Number Percent

0  to 5 ................................................................ 48 14.2 13 10.4
€ to 1 0 . . . . ........................................................ 125 37.2 46 36.8
11 to 12 ...................................................... ................... 150 44.6 58 46.4
13-plus............................................................. 13 3.9 8 6.4

To ta l.......... ........................................... ...................  336 .......... 12 5 ........

>
TABLE X V II—CRIMINAL RECORDS OF TOTAL HOMICIDE PERPETRATORS AND VICTIMS

Criminal offenses

fe lony  property convictions....................
Aggravated assault convictions...............
Simple assault conv ictions......................
Homicide convictions ..............................
Narcotics convictions..............................

Subto ta l. .....................................

fe lony  property charges..........................
Aggravated assault charges................... .
Sim ple assault charges...........................
Narcotics charges....................................

S u b to ta l. .. .................................

Other property offenses 1........................
Disturbing the peace................................
Weapons offenses....................................
Sex offenses........................................... .
Drunkenness...........................................
Tra ffic .....................................................
All other offen ses.. ................................

Su tto ta l........................................

Tota l.............................................
Persons................................

No record (persons)..............................
Existence of records unknown (persons)

Perpetrators Victims

Number Percent Number Percent

67 8.4 93 13.7
63 7.9 39 5.7
21 2.8 21 3.0
2 .2 2 .2

31 3.8 16 2.3

184 23.1 171 24.9

58 8.1 69 10.3
43 5.8 33 4.8
12 1.6 17 2.4
16 2.1 20 2.9

129 17.6 139 20.4

59 6.9 63 9.3
24 2.9 26 3.8

4.7 46 6.8
27 3.2 13 2.6
35 4.1 40 5.8

112 15.0 141 20.9
108 14.5 130 19.2

431 51.3 464 68.4

744 774 .. .
281 224 . .
160 121 . .
86 327 . .

1 The term “ offenses”  in this table reflects a combination of both charges and convictions. A charge without a conviction 
s not evidence of gu ilt.

Cont emporary  T rends in  D etro it H omicides  (1960-72)
4# Excerpted from “Towards an Understanding of tlie Social Realities of Part ici

pants in Homicides, a Disserta tion for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy Pre
sented to the Office of Graduate Studies, Graduate Division, Wayne State  Uni
versity (1974).”

CONTEMPORARY UR BAN HO MI CIDE S

What have been the  characteristics of homicides in Detroit in the recent past? 
Have there been any significant changes in these cha racteris tics tha t might lend 
insight for an explanation of these social phenomena? Can we develop a descrip
tion of the "typical,” or most predominant type of homicide in Detroit?  What 
pat tern s in homicides have been most notable during the recent past?

An analysis of statis tica l data for the past thirteen years (1960 through 1972) 
cons titute s this chapter and, hopefully, presents the answers to these questions. 
The year 1960 was selected as the beginning point of this background analysis 
because it  seemed to be an appropriate historica l moment to sta rt a review of 
contemporary urban  homicides. The span of time, thirteen  years, is long enough 
to permit a reasonably broad overview of current patte rns of homicides in De-
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tr o it . I t is  al so  an  appro pri a te  se gm en t of  h is to ry  fo r a de sc ript io n of  to day’s tr ends in th is  ur ba n so cial ph en om en on . I t is  a  ph en om en on  which  m us t be reco gni ze d as ha vi ng  a se riou s im pa ct  upon urb an  li fe  an d ns  be ing a sym bolic  re p re se nta ti on  of  th e qu al ity  of  so cial  li fe  am on g man y port io ns of  th e  urb an  po pu la - tio n.  The  pu rp os e he re  is  no t to  p re se nt a h is to ry  of  h om ic ide pa tt ern s in  D etr o it , bu t ra th e r to de sc ribe  s uc h tr ends as th ey  re flec t th e cu rr en t oc cu rren ce s of  h om icid es . R est ri ct in g  th e an aly si s to  th is  re ce nt jie rio d perm it s a th or ou gh  re vi ew  of  ho mic ides  i n th e ir  c on te m po ra ry  urb an  se tt in g. Con sisten ci es  a nd c ha ng es  i n c h a rac te ri st ic s du ring  th is  th ir te en  year pe riod  wi ll be di sc us se d an d an alyz ed . T he in fo rm at io n pr es en te d in  th is  chap te r w as  de rive d from  a vari e ty  of  se ts  of  s ta ti st ic s comp iled by th e D et ro it  Po lic e D ep ar tm en t,  as  de sc ribe d in  C hap te r Tw o.

LEGAL TYPES OF HO MICID ES

Beg in ni ng  w ith  a look a t ho mic ides  kn ow n to  th e  po lic e fo r th e past  th ir te en  ye ar s,  one can de te rm in e how m an y ho mic ides  ha ve  occ ur re d fo r each  year an d which  lega l ca tego ry  they  were as sign ed . Tab le  I sh ow s th e  to ta l nu m be r of ho m icide s fo r each  ye ar , th e  nu mbe r in ea ch  lega l cl as si fi ca tion , and th e pro port io n of  
tin*  year' s h o m ic id e s  c o n s t it u te d  by e ach  c a te g o ry . W hi le  th e actu a l num be r o f ho mic ides  in ea ch  cl as si fica tio n var ie s gre at ly , from  a co m pa riso n of th e  pro portion s re pr es en te d by each  ca tego ry  fo r ea ch  year on e ca n see th a t th e  m os t se ri ous ch ar ge s (M ur de r 1 an d 2 an d Non -N eg lig en t M an sl aughte r)  ha ve  co nt ai ne d th e  g re a te st  pr op or tio n of  c as es  ov er  th e en ti re  th ir te en  year pe rio d.  The  pro port io na te  ch an ge s w ith in  th is  ca te go ry  a re  sm all , w ith  a ra nge of .663 in 1967 to .790 in 1962, o r a th ir te en  pe rc en t vari a ti on . I t m ig ht  be no ted here  th a t th e yea r which  vari es mos t is 1967, th e yea r of  D etr o it ’s mos t re ce nt civi l di st ur ba nc e.  I t is  no t su rp ri si ng  to find a de cr ea se  in th es e se riou s ho mic ide ca se s,  wh en  one  no te s th e  co nc om itan t in cr ea se  in ju st if ia ble  ho mic ides  by th e  po lice. Ev en  a t th at,  co m par ing th is  .663 fig ure  w ith  th e m ea n pr op or tion of  m urd er 1, 2 an d no n- ne gl igen t m an sl aughte r ca se s fo r th e en ti re  pe rio d,  wh ich  is  .742, th e re  is only an  e ig h t pe r-  ce nt  de cr ea se  fo r 1967. The se  ca se s in clud e al l ho m ic id es  which  were lega lly  de fine d a s  i nt en tiona lly co mm itt ed  by th e perp etr a to r.

lo o k in g  a t th e o th er leg al ho mic ide ca te go ries , one ob se rv es  th a t th er e is  ver y li tt le  ch an ge  d uri ng th is  pe rio d in  th e pro po rt io n of  ea ch  y ea r’s to ta l re pre se n te d  by th e  nu m be r of  c as es  pe r ca te go ry . Exc us ab le  ho mic ides  by ci tize ns  h as a ra nge  of  .100 fo r 1971 to  .203 fo r 196S an d a mea n pr op ort io n fo r al l year s of  .166. T his  is  a max im um  vari a ti on  fro m th e  mea n of  o nly 6% . Ju st if ia b le  h om ic ides  by c it ize ns  ra ng e fro m .000 in  1962 to .078 in 1971. The  mea n fo r th is  c at eg or y is  .038, so th e max im um  vari a ti on  he re  is 4% . The se  t wo cl as si fi ca tion s incl ud e ca se s de fin ed  lega lly  ns  ho mic ide co mmitt ed  in  se lf- de fens e,  de fe ns e of  on e’s fa m ily , or  de fe ns e of  on e' s pr op er ty . Thu s they  a re  no t co ns id er ed  m al ic io us  or in te n ti onal ki ll in gs .

TABLE I.— HOMICIDES KNOWN TO THE POLICE—1960 THROUGH 1972

Murder 1 and 
2 and non- 
negligent

manslaughter

Num- Pro- 
Total ber  portion

Just ifiab le 
by cit izen

Num- Pro
ber portion

Just ifiab le 
by police

Num- Pro
ber portion

Neg ligent
manslaughter

Num - Pro
ber  po rt io n

1972.
1971.
1970
1969.
1968.
1967
1966
1965.
1964.
1963.
1962.
1961.
1960.

Excusable 
by citizen

Num- Pro
ber por tion

693 528 (0 .762 ) 73 (0 .1 05 ) 42 (0 .0 61 ) 36 (0 .0 52 )690 508 ( • 736) 69 ( .10 0) 54 ( .078 ) 43 ( .062 )550 413 ( . 751) 81 ( .147 ) 30 ( .055 ) 20 ( .036 )488 354 ( .7 25 ) 84 ( .172 ) 31 ( .064 ) 13 ( .027 )423 303 (:. 7i6 ) 86 ( .203 ) 18 ( .043 ) 13 <.0 31 )332 220 ([• 663) 61 (:. i84> 14 ([0 4 2 ) 33 <;.O99)232 175 ([.7 54 ) 39 (;. 168) 10 ([0 4 3 ) 7 <;.030 j204 148 ([.7 25 ) 40 (:. i9 6 ) 4 ([-019 ) 9 <;.0 44 )138 104 I[-7 54 ) 21 ([1 5 2 ) 5 <[.0 36 ) 6 i[.04 3)137 103 i[.7 52 ) 23 ([. 168) 3 I[.0 22 ) 5 I[.0 36 )143 113 1[-79) 24 |[-168 ) 0 . 3 I[0 2 1 )141 108 1[.7 66 ) 28 1[-199 ) 2 (.014) 2 i(.0 14 )157 119 (.758) 31 I[• 197) 2 (. 013) 4 (.025)

14
16
6
6
3
4 
1 
3 
2 
3 
3 
I  
1

(0 . 020)
(.  023) 
( O i l )  
(. 01 2 ) 
( 007) 
(. 01 2 ) 
( .0 0 4 ) 
( 0 1 5 )  
(. 0 1 4 ) 
( .0 2 2 ) 
( 0 2 1 )  
( 007)  
(. 0 0 6 )
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Th e nex t se t of  ca se s a re  thos e defin ed as  ju st if ia bl e by police, ll ie se  lu ng e 
from  a pro po rt io n of  .014 in  1961 to  .099 in 1907. Th e mea n pr oport io n fo r th e 
en ti re  pe riod  is  .04, m ak in g th e max im um  vari a ti on  from  th e  m ea n 5% . How 
ev er,  if  th e .099 hi gh  pr op or tio n fo r 1907 is  di sc ou nted  be ca us e of  th e  civi l 
di st ur ba nc e,  th en  th e  gre a te st  var ia tion  from  th e mea n is on ly 2%  (.002 in  1971). 
The se  st a ti st ic s in cl ud e al l dea th s which  oc cu rred  duri ng norm al  i>olice wor k 
an d w ere ru le d as  c onst it u ting  p ro pe r po lice act io n.

The  fin al ca te go ry  is  ne gl ig en t m an sl au gh te r.  The  ra ng e fo r th es e ca se s in 
clud es  a low of  .000 fo r 1900 an d a hi gh  of  .023 fo r 1971. A lth ou gh  cr im in al  
ch ar ge s a re  p re fe rr ed  in  th es e cases , th ey  a re  th e ones vie we d as  "a ccid en ta l. ” 
T h a t is, dea th s re su lt  from  negli gence or  ca re le ss ne ss  ra th e r th an  from  in le n-  
ti onali ty . The  mea n pr op or tio n fo r th es e ca se s is  .013 an d th e  gre a te st  vari a ti on  
fr om  th is  mea n is one pe rcen t.

I t  ca n re ad ily be ob se rv ed  th a t th e  gre a te st  pro po rt io n of  ca se s fo r th e to ta l 
se gm en t of  tim e co ns is te nt ly  fa ll s in  th e  lega l ca te go ry  of  m urd er  1 or 2 or no n-  

fc ne gl ig en t m an sl au gh te r.  Thi s in di ca te s th a t th e m aj ori ty  of  D etr o it ’s ho mic ides
*  sin ce  1960 ha ve  be en  ca se s in  wh ich  some one w as  in te ntional ly  m urd er ed  by

an oth er pe rson . The se  a re  th e mos t se riou s ty pe  of  ho mic idal  ac ts , w het her  on e 
us es  a socia l or a lega l sche ma to an al yz e them . Th ey  const it u te  a mea n of 73%  
of  a ll  co nt em po ra ry  cases .

I t  sh ou ld  al so  be no ted th a t th e vari a ti ons di sc us se d ab ove fo r ea ch  ca te go ry  
do no t re pr es en t an y co nsi st en t ch an ge s. Ther e is  neit her a co nsi st en t in cr ea se , a 
co ns is te nt  de crea se , no r a cy cli ca l ch an ge  duri ng  th es e th ir te en  years  am on g th e 
live  grou ps . The re  is  merely  a fl uc tu at io n from  year to  ye ar , which  var ie s from  
abo ut  1%  to  3%  or  4%  in cr ea se s an d de cr ea se s. On e ca n sa y th a t th e re  ha ve  
been  no su bs ta nt iv e ch an ge s in  th e lega l ty pe s of  ho mic ides  occ ur ring  in  D etr o it  
be tw ee n I9 60  a nd  1972.

T ur ni ng ne xt to  th e in cr ea se s in  ho mic ides  be tw ee n 1960 an d 1972, it  become s 
appare n t th a t,  ag ai n,  th er e is  fluc tu at io n ra th e r th an  a co ns is te nt tr en d. Tab le  
I I  pr es en ts  bo th  nu m er ic al  an d pe rc en ta ge  in cr ea se s in  to ta l ho mic ides  fr om  year 
to ye ar . I t  is re ad ily obser ved th a t th e  cu rr en t tr en d to w ar ds in cr ea se s be gan 
in  1963. In  fa ct , th e in cr ea se  in ho mic ides  duri ng  1965 ov er  1964 re pre se n ts  th e 
gre a te st  annual pe rc en ta ge  in cr ea se  of  th e  en ti re  th ir te en  year pe riod —47.8 3 
pe rcen t. The  la rg est  annual nu mer ical  in cr ea se , ho wev er , oc cu rred  in  1971, when 
th er e we re  140 ho micides  mo re th an  duri ng 1970. I t  is  in te re st in g  to  not e th a t 
th e yea r fo r wh ich  D et ro it  rec eiv ed  it s hono ra ry  ti tl e  of  “M ur de r C ity, ” 1972, is 
one  of th e ye ar s of  lowes t nu m er ical  an d pe rc en ta ge  in cr ea se s,  hav in g on ly  th re e 
mo re  th an  1971 or  4.35 pe rcen t. The  d a ta  in  th is  ta bl e wo uld  see m to  in dic at e 
th a t pu bl ic  co ncern  lags  nea rl y seven yea rs  be hind  th e  fa ct . Betwee n 1960 an d 
1964, ho mi cid es  re m ai ne d ne ar ly  const an t an d ac tu ally  de cr ea se d sl ig ht ly . Thu s 
th e pa tt e rn  of  in cr ea se s be gan in 1965 an d is co nt in uin g in to  .1973, w ith  nu m be rs  
more th an  tr ip li ng  d uri ng th is  t im e.

VIC TIM S OF H O M IC ID ES

S ta ti st ic s co nc er ni ng  vict im s of ho mic ides  w er e no t av ail ab le  fo r th e  to ta l 
pe rio d.  Beg in ni ng  in 1965, as show n in  Tab le  I I I , th ere  is  in fo rm at io n av ai la ble

TA BL E I I. — ANNUAL INCREASES IN TO TA L HO MICIDE S FROM 1960 THROUGH 1972

Number of Numerica l Percentage Proportion 
homic ides increase increase of total

1972....................................................................................................

1969....................................................................................................
196 8. ...................................................................
1967....................................................................................................
196 6. ..................................................................................................
196 5.......................................................................................
196 4....................................................................................................
19 63 ...................................................................................................
1962....................................................................................................
1 961 ..............................................................................................
1960 ..........

Total

693 3 4. 35 (0 .1 6 0 1 )
650 140 25 .4 5 (. 1 5 9 4 )
550 62 12. 70 (. 1 2 7 1 )
488 65 15 .37 (. 1 1 2 8 )
423 91 27 .41 (. 0 9 7 7 )
332 100 43 .1 0 (. 0 7 6 7 )
232 28 13. 73 (. 0 5 3 6 )
204 66 47 .83 (. 0 47 1 )
138 1 .7 3 (. 0 3 1 8 )
137 - 6 - 4 .  20 (. 0 3 1 6 )
143 2 1.42 ( .0 3 3 0 )
141 - 1 6 -1 0 .  19 f .  0 32 5)
157 30 23. 62 (. 0 3 6 2 )

4,328  ...........................................................................................



TABLE I I I . -  HOMICIDE VIC TIM S BY SEX AMD LEGAL CLASSIF ICATIO N OF OFFENSE.' 1955 THROUGH 1972

1972:
Female.
M a le . ..

1971:
Fema le.
M a le . ..

1970:
Fema le.
M a le . ..

1969:
Female.
M a le .. .

1963:
Fema le.
M a le . ..

1967:
Female.
M a le .. .

1966:
Female.
M a le .. .

1965:
Female.
M a le .. .

Murde r 1 and 2 

Numb er Propor tion

Nonn egl iw nt 
ma ns laughter  

Numb er Proportion

Justif iable

Nu mbe r Pro por tion Total

107
372

(0 .1 790)  
(. 6221)

6
40

(0 .0 100)
(.  06 69 )

7
66

(0 .0 1 1 7 )........
(. 1104) 598

80 (. 1396 ) 10 (. 0 17 5 ) 4 (. 0 0 7 0 )____
379 (. 6614) 37 (. 0 64 6 ) 63 (. 1099) 573

74 (. 1510 ) 6 (. 0122 ) 3 ( .0 0 6 1 )........
285 (. 5816 ) 42 (. 0857 ) 80 (.  1633) 490
77 (.  1766) 7 (. 0161 ) 2 (.  0 04 6) ____251 (■ 5757) 16 (. 0367 ) 83 (.  1904) 436
57 (.  1465) 2 (.  00 51) 7 (. 0 1 8 0 )........229 (. 5887 ) 15 (. 0386 ) 79 (. 2031 ) 389
47 (.1747 ) 2 (. 0074 ) 4 ( .0 1 4 9 )........146 (. 5428 ) 13 (. 0483 ) 57 (.  2119) 269
43 (.  203 8) 5 (.  0237) 3 (. 0 1 4 2 )____119 (.  564 0) 7 (.  03 32 ) 34 (1 6 1 1 ) 211
35 (.  1902) 2 (. 0109 ) 1 (.0054 ) . . . .

" ■ ‘ 184101 (.  5489 ) 6 (. 0326 ) 39 (.2120 )

1 Se lf-detense cases not inc luded.

conc erning the  sex of victim s anrl legal categ ory of the  cases . Male homicide vi ct im s in ca se s of  m urd er  1 an d 2 ac co un t fo r 54.28% In T '< of su.li ca ses. Looking at  all legal catego ries, male  victim s cons titu te at  lea st seventy percent of ea ch  y ea r' s  to ta l.  While tin* ac tu al  nu m be r of  m ale an d fe m al e vi ct im s in each categ ory varies from yea r to yea r (showing a steady  increase for mur der  1 ami 2 an d a slight ly fluc tuating  tr end towards incr eases for non-negligen t manslaugh ter  and just ifiable homic ide), the prop ortion of males and  females remains  nea rlv  cons tant for  all classification s dur ing  each year. The menu proportion  of female victim s of murder 1 and 2 fo r a ll years is .1702: for  male s it is .5857. Non- negligent mansla ugh ter victim s have  a mean prop ortion of .0120 for females and .0508 for  males, o f the just ifiable homic ide victim s, the  mean prop ortion of females is .0102 and of males is .1703. Again it is observed th at  while the re is an increase  in the actual  number of homicide victims, the  pa tte rn s rema in the  same. Victims are  predominant ly male  for  each categ ory and victims of first and second degree murder con stitute  the ma jor ity  of all  cases for  all eight years .
PERPETRATORS OF HOMICIDES

Data describing persons cha rged with  and prosecuted for  homic ide or non- negligent mansla ugh ter are presented in Tables IV throug h VI. Var iables included  in these tables are age, sex and  race. As in the  preceding tables, both the  actua l num ber  of cases and the  p roportion of the  year's  to tal  represe nted  by each number are given. Table IV shows th at  from  1960 thro ugh  1965, the  grea tes t proportion s of male p erp etr ato rs were in  two age groups—20-29 and 30-39. Beginning  in 1966, the re is a trend tow ard s the  grea ter  pro por tion  of male  offenders in the  20-29 group only, wi th pro por tion s of male  offenders in al l oth er age groups becoming near ly the  same.
For females, it is observed th at  the re is less consiste ncy in the  age of per pet rator.  In  fact, no specifiable tre nd  in age is observed . Fo r several  of the  y ears (1972, 1971, 1969, 1968 and  1965), both  the  grea tes t numb er and  proportion of female perpetr ato rs are foun d in  two categories—20-29 and  30-39. However , thi s is cer tainly  not a con stant pa tte rn . There  is grea ter fluc tuat ion observable in these  da ta  tha n the re is cons istency for  the  age of female offenders.The facto r which does appear to be holding cons tan t is the  rat io of males to females  for each year.  The  ra tio  of male pe rpet ra tors  to fem ale  perpe tra tor s is 4.93 to  1 f or 1972: 5.34 to 1 for 1971: 5.ft  ■> i o t a . c —  i a o a . t o -.
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to 1 for 1968; 10.53 to 1 for 1967; 5.63 to 1 for 1963 ; 3.15 to 1 for  1962; 6.44 to 1 
for 1961 and 5.88 to 1 for 1960. For the entire period of time, the mean ratio of 
men to women is 5.75 to 1. Once again the yea r which varies  most from th is mean 
is 1967. And again it  is highly feasible tha t the explanation for this variance is 
the  civil disturbance  which occurred that year.

Comparing pe rpetrators by race and sex, one sees tha t for both sexes, there are  
consis tently a higher proportion of black than  white females committing homi
cides and a greater  proportion of black than  white males committing homicides. 
As can be seen in Table V, the percent of white females charged with and pros
ecuted for homicide or non-negligent manslaughter ranges from .5 to 7.1. While 
black males range from 45.5 to 73.8 percent, white males range from 10.4 percent 
to 30.3 percent. The range for black females is 7.5 percent to 20.3 percent.

Fo r both racial groups, perpe trators are predominantly male. However, there 
is clear ly a g reater range in the ratio  of men to women among whites than among 
blacks. For whites the range is 4.2 to 35; for blacks it  is 2.7 to 9.6. There is no 
pa tte rn apparen t in the sexual r atio of perpetrators for either race. In both cases, 
the  varia tion seems to be random. Ratios of males to females for each racia l 
group are as follows:
TA BL E IV — PERSONS CHARGED WIT H AND PROSECUTED FOR HOMIC IDE OR NONNEGLIGENT MANSLAUGHTER- 

BY SEX AND AGE, 1960 THROUGH 1972

15 to  19 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 to 49 50 and over

Year ly
total

Num
ber

Pro
portion

Num
ber

Pro
portion

Nu m
ber

Pro
portio n

Num
ber

Pro
portion

Nu m
be r

Pro
portion

197 2:
Fe male.  ___ 4 ■(0 .011 8) 25 (0 .0740) 15 (0 .044 4) 6 (0 .017 7) 7 (0 .0 207)  _
Male.  ___ 42 (.  1243) 127 (.3757) 46 (. 1361) 42 (.  1243) 24 (. 0710) 338

197 1:
Fema le.......... . . 4 (.0119) 18 (.0536) 12 (.  0357) 9 (.  0268) 10 (. 0298) .
Male_______ 51 (.0518) 115 (. 3423) 58 (.1726) 34 (.1012) 25 (. 0744) 336

197 0:
Fe ma le......... 5 (. 0168) 21 (.0707) 7 (.0236) 7 (.  0236) 5 (. 0 1 6 8 ). .

297Male_______ 32 (.1077) 119 (.4007) 39 (.1313) 36 (.  1212) 26 (. 0875)
1969:

Fe ma le____ 2 (. 0069) 18 (.062 1) 10 (.0345) 8 (.  0276) 6 (.  0 20 7) ..
290M a le .............

1968:
Fema le..........

42 (.  1448) 105 (.3621) 44 (.1517) 29 (.  1000) 26 (.0897)

1 (.  0038) 12 (.0451) 8 (. 0301) 6 (.0226) 5 (. 0 18 8 ).
266Male..............

1967:
Female . . . .

42 (.1579) 82 (.3083) 41 (.1541) 35 (.  1316) 34 (.  1278)

0 7 (.0405) 2 (.0116) 4 (.  02 31) 2 (. 0116)
173M a le . . .......... 24 (.1387) 57 (.  3295) 36 (. 2081 ) 17 (.  0983) 24 (.  1387)

1966:
Fe ma le____ 2 (. 0126) 7 (.0440) 6 (. 0377) 5 (.  0314) 1 (.  0 063) .

159'Male.............. 23 (. 1447) 57 (. 3585) 22 (.  1384) 22 (.  1384) 14 (.  0881)
1965:

Fema le.......... 2 (.0156) 10 (.078 1) 10 (.0781) 4 (.0313) 5 (. 0 39 1 ).
128Male.............. 12 (.0938) 29 (.  2266) 26 (. 2031) 16 (.  1250) 14 (. 1094)

196 4:
Fema le.......... 1 (.0130) 2 (.  0260) 9 (.1169) 2 (.  0260) 0

(.  1558) 77Male .............. 6 (.  0780) 15 (.1948) 10 (.  1299) 20 (. 2597) 12
196 3:

Fe ma le.......... 0 3 (.0283) 5 (. 0472) 5 (.0472) 3 (. 0283 ).
106Male.............. 16 (.1509) 29 (.2736) 20 (. 1887) 13 (.  1226) 12 (.  1132)

1962:
Fe ma le____ 1 (.  00 89) 8 (.0714) 11 (.  1038) 2 (.  0179) 5 (. 0 44 6 ).

112Male.............. 11 (.0982) 24 (. 2143) 26 (.2321) 17 (.1518) 7 (.  0625)
1961.

Fe ma le____ 2 (. 0168) 3 (.  0254) 2 (.0168) 9 (. 0756) 0
(.  0924) 119Male.............. 14 (.1176) 34 (.2857) 22 (.  1849) 22 (.  1849) 11

I9 60 :
Fe ma le......... 2 (. 0171) 4 (.  0342) 5 (.0427) 3 (.0256) 3 (. 0256 ).

117M a le . . ......... 12 (.1026) 30 (.  2564) 28 (. 2393) 16 (.  1367) 14 (.1197)

Table VI presents a comparison among prosecuted offenders by race only. Here 
one can observe that  there  is a  fluctuation in the number of white offenders for 
each of the thirteen years. This is also true for black offenders until 1965. Begin
ning in 1965, however, there  is a constant  numerical increase among blacks for 
each of the following years. Looking a t the racial ratio  for  each year, it is found 
th at  the ratio  of blacks to whites is 5.3 to 1 for  1972: 8.08 to 1 for 1971 : 519 to 1 
for 1970: 5.59 to 1 for 1969 ; 2.45 to 1 for 1968; 3.94 to 1 for 1967: 3.42 to 1 for 
1966 ; 3.92 to 1 for 1965; 4.5 to 1 for 1964 ; 2.66 to 1 for 1963; 1.67 to 1 for 1962 ;
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tab le  v. - persons charged with and prosecuted for homicide  or nonnegligent manslaughter

BY RACE AND S E X . 1960 TH RO UG H 1972

White Bl ac k

Nu mbe r Pro portio n Nu mbe r Pro portion
Ye ar ly

total

1972:
Fe m al e......................................................
M ale.....................

197 1: .................
F e m a le - . . . ......................
M ale___. . . . .

1970: ..........................
F e m a le .. ........................................
Male ___________

1969 : ..........................
F e m a le . . . . .....................
M a l e . . . . ............

1968: .................
F e m a le .. ...................... i . . .
Male _________

1967: ........................
F e m a l e . . . . . . . . ..........
M a le . . . ..................

1966: .....................
F e m a le . . . . ...........................
M a l e . . . . ..............

1965: ...................
Fe m al e............................
M a le .. _____

1964: ....................................
Fe m al e.......... .......................
M a le ....... ...............

1963: .....................
Fe m al e...... ............................
M ale...................

1962: ..............................
Fe m al e...... ..........................
M a le .. ...................

196 1: ...................
Fe m al e....................................
M ale........ .............

1960: ........................
F e m a l e . . . . . . ...........................
M ale...... .....................................

8
45

(0 .0 23 6 ) 
(. 1 3 3 1 )

49
236

(0 .1 4 5 0 )...........
(. 6 9 8 2 ) 338

2 (.  00 59 ) 51 ( .1 5 1 8 )...........
35 ( . 10 42) 248 (. 7 3 8 1 ) 336

4 (. 0 1 3 5 ) 41 (. 1 3 8 0 )...........
44 (. 1 4 8 1 ) 208 ( .7 0 0 3 )........... . . . .  297

4 (. 0 1 3 8 ) 40 ( . 137 9) ...........
40 ( . 13 79) 206 (.  71 03) 290

5 (. 0 1 8 8 ) 27 (.  1015 )...........
72 ( . 27 07 ) 162 (. 6 0 9 0 ) 266

2 (. 0 1 1 6 ) 13 (. 0 7 5 1 ) ...........
33 (.  190 8) 125 ( . 72 25) 173

1 ( . 00 63 ) 20 (. 1 2 5 8 )...........
35 (.  22 01 ) 103 ( . 64 78) 159

5 ( . 03 91 ) 26 (. 2 0 3 1 )...........
21 ( . 16 41) 76 (.  593 8) 128

2 (.  02 60 ) 12 (. 1 5 5 8 )
12 ( . 155 8) 51 (. 6 6 2 3 ) 77

4 (.  0 37 7) 12 (. 1 1 3 2 )...........25 (. 2 3 5 8 ) 65 (. 6 1 3 2 ) 106
8 (. 0 7 1 4 ) 19 (. 1 6 9 6 )...........34 ( . 30 36 ) 51 (. 4 5 5 4 ) 112
1 (. 0 0 8 4 ) 15 (.  12 60 )...........19 ( . 1624) 84 (. 7 0 5 9 ) 119
2 (. 0 1 7 1 ) 15 (. 1 2 8 2 )...........35 (. 2 9 9 1 ) 65 (. 5 5 5 5 ) 17

1972
1971
1970
1969
1968
1967
1966
1965
1964
1963
1962
1961
1960

White Bl ac k

5.6  to 1................... . . .  . .  4.82 to 1.
17.5 to 1 ______ 4 86 to 1.
11 to 1 ................ ..............5.07 to 1.
lO t o l  ____ ______5.15 to 1.
14 4 to 1______ . 6 to 1.
16.5 to 1 _______ . 9 6 to 1.
35 to 1 . . . . ..............5.15 to 1.
4.2 to 1 ................... _______ 2 9 to 1.
6 to 1 . .................... 4.3 to 1.
6.3  to 1 ............... _______ 5.4 to 1.
4.3  to 1................. .............. 2.7 to 1.
19 to 1 .............. .............. 5.6 to 1.
17.5 to 1 .......... .. .............. 4.3  to  1.

T A B L E  V I .- P E R S O N S  CH AR GE D W ITH AN D P R O S ECU TED  FO R H O M IC ID E OR NO N N EG LI G EN T 
M AN SL AU G H TE R BY RA CE,  1960 TH RO UG H 1972

197 2.
197 1.
197 0.
196 9.
1968 .
1967
196 6.
196 5.
196 4.
1963
1962
196 1.
1960 .

Whit e B la ck

Nu mbe r Pro portio n Nu mbe r Pr op ortio n To ta l

53 (0 .1 5 6 8 ) 285 (0 .8 4 3 2 ) 33837 (• }i?P 299 (. 8 8 9 9 ) 33648 (.  16 16) 249 (. 8 3 8 4 ) 29744 (. 1 5 1 7 ) 246 (. 8 4 8 3 ) 29077 (.  28 95 ) 189 (. 7 1 0 5 ) 26635 (. 2 0 2 3 ) 138 ( 7 9 7 7 ) 17336 (. 2 2 6 4 ) 123 (. 7 7 3 6 ) 15926 (. 2 0 3 1 ) 102 (. 7 9 6 9 ) 12814 (.  18 18) 63 (. 8 1 8 2 ) 7729 (.  27 36 ) 77 (. 7 2 6 4 ) 10642 (. 3 7 5 0 ) 70 (. 6 2 5 0 ) 11220 (. 1 6 8 1 ) 99 (. 8 3 1 9 ) 11937 (. 3 1 6 2 ) 80 (. 6 8 3 8 ) 117
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TABLE VII. — LOCATIONS OF HOMICIDES IN DETROIT, 1970-72

1970 1971 1972 Total

Number
Propor

tion
Propor-  

Number tion
Propor-  

Num ber tion Number
Propor

tion

Home................... ....... ............  286 > (0.52 00)
> (. 1 4 7 9 ). ..

366 (0.5304) 
(. 1 8 9 3 ).. .

373

Street  ........................ ______ 165 (.  3000) 
( .0 8 5 4 ). ..

208 (.3 01 4)
( .1 0 7 6 ). ..

204

Ba r. ............................ ______ 33 (.0 60 0)
(. 0 1 7 1 ). ..

20 (.0 29 0)
(. 0 1 0 3 ).. .

25

Hote l .......... . ............. ............  3 (.0 05 5)
(. 0 0 1 6 ). ..

9 (.0 13 0)
(. 0 0 4 7 ).. .

11

Gro cery........................ ............  17 (.0 30 9)
(. 0 0 8 8 ). ..

26 (.0 37 7)
(. 0 1 3 5 ).. .

17

Oth ers .......................... 46 (.0 83 6)
( .0 2 3 8 ). ..

61 (.  0884) 
(. 0 3 1 6 ).. .

63

(0.538 2)  1,025 (0.53 02)
(.19 30 ).............................. ..
(.2 94 3)  577 (.2 98 5)
(.10 55 )......................................
(.0 36 1)  78 (.0 40 4)
(.01 29 )......................................
(.0159 ) 23 (.01 19 )
(.00 57 ).......................... ............
(.0 24 5)  60 (.0 31 0)

C09 09 )...........176 ' '( .0 8 79 )
(.0326).......................................

T otal..............................  550 .................. 690 .................. 693 _________ 1,933 . . .

1 Proportion of yearly  tota l.
Proportion of total for all 3 years.

TABLE V II I.— MOTIVES FOR HOMICIDES IN DETROIT, 1970-72

1970 1971 1972 Total

Propor- Propor- Propor- Propor-
Number tion Number tion Number tion Number tion

Robbery .....................................  110 «(0.20 00 ) 150
..................  2 (.0569)..................

Argu men t.................................  245 (.  4455) 279
..................  (.  1267)..................

S ex. .... .....................     3 (.0 05 5)  4
..................  (.0 016 )..................

Unk no wn. ..... ..........    131 (.2 38 2)  194
..................  (.06 78 )..................

Other.........................................  61 (.1 10 9)  63

(0.2174)  112
(0.  77 6)............ .
(.4 04 3)  290
(.  1443)..................
(.0 05 8)  8
(.0021)...................
(.2 81 2)  183
(.1004)...................
(.0 91 3)  100
(.0326)..................

(0.1616)
(.  0579) 
(.4 18 5)  
(.  1500) 
(.0 11 5)  
(.0 04 1)  
(.2 64 1)  
(.0 94 7)  
(.1 44 3)  
(.0 51 7)................. (.03 16 )...................

372 (0.192 4)

814 (.4 21 1)

15 (.0 07 8)

508 (.2 62 8)

224 (.  H 59 )

Total .............................. 550 .................. 690 693 ................... 1, 933 ...................

* Proportion of yearly  total .
2 Proportion of tota l for all  3 years.

4.95 to 1 for 1961; and 2.16 to 1 for 1960. This represen ts a mean ra tio  of 4.14 
black offenders for each white offender and a range of 1.67 to 8.08. Both 
num erica lly and proportionate ly, blacks are  more predominant ly homicide 
offenders th an are  whi tes for the to tal  period of time.

<  HO MICID AL SITU AT ION S AND PARTICI PANTS

Tables VII  through X present da ta concerning both homicidal situations and 
partic ipa nts  in homicidal  acts  that  are  ava ilable just since 1970. Looking at  
Table VII, it is observed th at  the prim ary location for homicides has  been the  
home. Over 50% of all homicides for each of the thre e years have occurred in the 
home. Second in predominance of locations for  homicides is the stre et, with  30% 
for each of the thre e years . Bars  a re thi rd with  about 4% for each year,  groceries 
fou rth  at  3% and hotels fifth with  sligh tly over 1%. This  pa tte rn is clea rly con
sta nt  for the  three yea r period, since the proportion of cases occurring  in each 
type of location for each year is nearly ident ical to the  proportion of all  cases 
for  each location for the ent ire time period.

In Table VIII, motives for homicides are  shown, indicatin g th at  argu men ts 
and robbery predominate over every other motivation for comm itting homicide. 
These, of course, are  th e cases included in this wr ite r's  categorie s of social conflict 
and  crime-specific homicides. The gre ate st proportion  of all homicides for  the 
thr ee  years, indiv idual ly as well as collectively, fall s into the argument category. 
The motive of robbery comprises abou t ha lf the percentage  of cases, 20%, as 
compared to 42% for  arguments.
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The  re la tionsh ip s Ix-tween vi ct im s an d p e rp e tr a to rs  of  ho m ic id es  a re  pr es en te d in Tab le  IX . On e ca n ob serve th a t acq uain ta nces a re  th e  mos t fr eq uent m ut ua l p art ic ip an ts  in ho m ic id al  act s (3 3% ),  w hile re la ti ves (8 % ) an d m ar ri ed  c ou ples  (6 %  ) const it u te  th e ne xt  la rg est  g ro up s.  Si nc e it  is  re as onab le  to  in cl ud e comm on la w  co up les w ith th os e wh o a re  m ar ri ed , th is  bring s th e  perc enta ge Mr m ar ri ed  coup les  part ic ii x it in g  in ho micides  up  to  8%  an d m ak es  th is  cat eg ory  eq ua l to  th e iw rcen t of  re la tives wh o ki ll ea ch  o th er . Aga in , th is  is  a  const an t tr en d  du ring  th e th re e  y ea rs .
1 he d a ta  sh ow n in Tab le  X a re  not too  su rp ri si ng . H an dguns a re  th e pr ed om in an t we ap on  us«*d in ho mic id es—0 1% fo r al l th re e  yea rs . Kni ve s are  the second  mos t fr eq uen tly  use d we ap on , co ns tit ut in g 11% of  th e  c as es . F in al ly , th er e are  s ho tg un s (1 0% ) an d rif les  (7 % ).

TAB LE  IX .— REL ATI O N SH IP  BETWEEN VIC TI M S AN O PE RP ET RA TO RS  OF H OM IC ID ES  IN DET RO IT , 1970-72

1970 1971 1972

Propor
tion Numb er

Ma riie d.............. ......... 39

Common law .................... ......... 12

Related................. ......... 55

Acqu ain ted ................ ......... 184

Str an ge rs.................... ......... 119

Unk now n.................... ......... 146

To ta l. 555

Propor
tion Num ber

.0 755).................... (.  1024)

(0 .0 50 7)  39 (0 .0 56 3
(. 0 1 8 1 ).................... (.0 20 2
(. 0174 ) 14
(. 0 0 6 2 )...................

.0 72 5)  54

.0 25 9)...................

.337 7)  228

.1 205)...................

. 234 8) 149

.0 83 8)...................

. 287 0) 209

Propor
tion

Tota l

Num ber
Propor

tion

) 113 (0 .0 58 5)

) 33 (. 0197)

) 159 (.  0823 )

) 645 (. 3 3 37 )

) 430 ( . 222 5)

) 553 (. 2 8 61 )

690 693 1,9 33
1 Proportion of yea rly total.
’ Proportion of total tor all  3 year s.

TABLE  X. — WE APO NS  USED IN HO MICI DE S IN DET RO IT , 1970-72

1970 1971 1972 Total

Number
Prop or- Propor

tion Num ber  tion Num ber
Propor- Propor

tion Num ber tion

Rifl e............

S h o tg u n .. ..

H an dg un ...

Kn ife ...........

Othe r...........

Tota l.

34 1 (0 .0 61 8) 54
____  * (. 0 1 7 6 )....................

53 (. 0964 ) 79
. . .  (. 0 2 7 4 )....................
332 (.  6036 ) 426
64 (.  1164) 72

67 (. 1218) 59
........  (.  0 34 7) ....................

(0 .0 78 3) 46

(. 1145) 56

(. 6174) 429
(. 2 2 0 4 )...................
(. 1043) 85
(. 0 3 7 2 )...................
(.  0855) 77
(. 0 3 0 5 )...................

(0 .0 66 4) 134 (0 .0 69 3)

i
. 02 38 ).............................. . .
. 080 8) 188 (. 0973 )

.0 29 0 )........................................

.6 19 0)  1,1 87 (. 6141 )

.2 21 9 )............................ . .

.1 22 7) 221 (. 1143 )
(.  0 44 0) .........................................
(. 1 1 11 ) 203 (. 1050 )(. 0 3 9 8 )...................................... '

550 .................... 690 .................... 693 1, 933 ....................

1 Proportion of yearly total.
’  Proportion o, total for al l 3 ) ea ts .

A SKETCH AND AN EMPTY STAGE

With  this  desc riptive information as background,  it is now' possib le to answ er the  questions posed at  the beginn ing of th is chapter . Perha ps one wav to answer all fou r questions simul taneo usly is to dra w a verb al sketch, an  id eal  tvpe model, of Detro it’s predomin ant homicide cha rac ter isti cs.  It  has been learned that  dur ing the pa st  thi rteen year s, most homicides have been intent ionally  commit ted by men. The larg est  proj tortion of perpe tra tor s were black and were between 20 and 29 y ears of age. More recent  sta tis tic s ind ica te th at  most homicides occur in the home, dur ing the  course of argumen ts. The par tic ipa nts  in



1247these acts are acqu ainta nces  or members of the same fam ily and they kill  each othe r with handguns. In  diag rammatic form , the follow ing has predominated iu Detro it during the rece nt p as t:
K o a ic id a l P a r t i c ip a n t s

Ma le

<

H om ic id al  S i tu a t io n

Home

Handgun

f

20 -29

This is not an unusu al description of homicides. It  presents no new or revealin g trends. Comparisons with previous studies  discussed in Cha pter I show that  most of these varia bles  have alrea dy been shown to influence homicide to some degree. This is simply a sketch of the predom inating  recent characte rist ics in this city . Lik e all sketches, it is severely limit ed. It  gives  us only an impression of homicid al part icipa nts, situat ions and interactions . It  does not enable one to draw’ complete deta ils, nor does it permit one to develop expl anat ions . Such a sketch probably could not be developed into a “good”  mass media story, much less a sociological interpretatio n. There are no meanings, intentions or social realities even suggested by this descript ive data. Perha ps the most emphat ic point made is  that  the phenomenon is not quite as new as  public  sources indic ate. Also important to be aware of is the fa ct  that  these cha ract eris tics  reall y have not varied signi fican tly for thirteen years. Thus,  while numbers have increased, the type of act and the partic ipant s seem to have  some fa irl y stable attrib utes.This inform ation clearly indicates  that  de script ive sta tist ica l data, while useful  as a stage, presents neither action nor sound. I f  the drama is to even begin, much less unfold, more in-depth data is needed. The next four chapte rs present thi s data , from the 693 cases of homicides which happened during 1972.o
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